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Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


A.  INTRODUCnON 


This  document  contains  summaries  of  the  public  comments  received  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  prepared  for  the  proposed  San  Francisco  Main 
Library  project,  and  responses  to  those  comments.  Also  included  are  staff-initiated 
text  changes. 

All  substantive  comments  made  at  the  Draft  EIR  public  hearing  before  the  City 
Planning  Commission  on  December  12,  1991,  and  all  written  comments  received 
during  the  Draft  EIR  public  review  period  from  November  7  to  December  23, 1991, 
are  presented  herein  by  direct  quotation,  edited  to  delete  repetition  and  nonsubstantive 
material  only. 

Comments  and  responses  are  grouped  by  subject  matter  and  are  arranged  by  topics 
corresponding  to  the  Table  of  Contents  in  the  Draft  EIR.  Each  group  of  comments  is 
followed  by  its  set  of  responses;  the  order  of  the  responses  under  each  topic  follows 
the  order  of  the  comments.  As  the  subject  matter  of  one  topic  may  overlap  that  of 
other  topics,  the  reader  must  occasionally  refer  to  more  than  one  group  of  comments 
and  responses  to  review  aU  information  on  a  given  subject.  Where  this  occurs,  cross 
references  are  provided. 

Some  comments  do  not  pertain  to  physical  environmental  issues,  but  responses  are 
included  to  provide  additional  information  for  use  by  decision  makers. 

These  comments  and  responses  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR  as  a  new 
chapter.  Text  changes  resulting  from  comments  and  responses  will  also  be 
incorporated  into  the  Fuial  EIR,  as  indicated  in  the  responses. 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


B.  UST  OF  PERSONS  COMMENTING 


Christine  Adams,  Market  Manager,  Heart  of  the  City  Certified  Farmers  Market  (letter 
to  Rina  Cutler,  Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  August 
27, 1991) 

Gary  F.  Adams,  District  CEQA  Coordinator,  Califomia  Department  of  Transportation 
(Caltrans)  (written  comments,  December  18,  1991) 

Ramona  Albright,  Twin  Peaks  Council/Coalition  of  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods 
(public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991);  Committee  to  Investigate 
Electromagnetic  Radiation  and  Twin  Peaks  Council/Coalition  of  San  Francisco 
Neighborhoods  (written  comments  December  12,  1991) 

John  Barbey,  Vice  President,  Liberty  Hill  Neighborhood  Association  (written 

comments,  December  10,  1991,  and  public  hearing  comments,  December  12, 
1991) 

Susan  Bierman,  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  (public  hearing  comments, 
December  12,  1991  and  written  comments,  December  1991) 

Matthew  Bixby,  West  Block  Tenants  Association  (public  hearing  comments, 
December  12,  1991) 

Anne  Bloomfield,  Vice  President,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  (LPAB) 
(public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Brian  Brackney  (public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Mary  Bums,  General  Manager,  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
(written  comments,  Decemtjer  23,  1991) 

Rand  Castile,  Director,  Asian  Art  Museum  (public  hearing  comments,  December  12, 
1991) 

Russell  Chatham,  Director,  Piazzoni  Foundation  (written  comments,  December  18, 
1991) 

Bernard  Choden,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  (SFT)  (public  hearing  comments, 
December  12,  1991) 

Gary  Michael  Coutin,  Esq.  (written  comments.  December  12,  1991) 

Kelly  Cullen,  Director,  Tenderloin  Youth  Advocates  (TTA)  (public  hearing 
comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Ben  C.  Deane  (written  comments,  December  18,  1991) 

Edward  Evans,  North  of  Market  Planning  Coalition  (NOMPC)  (public  hearing 
comments,  December  12,  1991) 
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Lee  Gertler  (public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991  and  written  comments, 
undated) 

Jason  Gibbs,  San  Francisco  Public  Library  Health  &  Safety  Committee  (public  hearing 
comments,  December  12,  1991  and  written  comments,  December  15,  1991) 

James  W.  Haas,  Board  member.  Civic  Pride  (public  hearing  comments,  December  12, 
1991) 

Winchell  T.  Hawyard,  Califomia  Heritage  Council A'^ictorian  Alliance  (written 

comments,  December  23, 1991  and  public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Phyllis  Hersch  (public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Ira  Kurlander,  Member  of  the  Board  of  Directors,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  (SFT) 
(public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991)  and  SF  Tomorrow  (with  Mary 
Anne  Miller,  SFT)  (written  comments,  December  13,  1991) 

Debra  Lehane,  Art  Collections  Manager,  Arts  Commission  of  San  Francisco  (written 
comments,  December  23,  1991) 

Michael  M.  Levin  (public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991  and  written 
comments,  December  22,  1991) 

James  D.  Lowe,  Transit  Planner,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI)  (written 
comments,  November  14,  1991) 

Clark  Manus,  AIA  (written  comments,  December  23,  1991) 

Elizabeth  Martin,  Executive  Director,  San  Francisco  Beautiful  (public  hearing 
comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Vincent  Marsh,  Secretary,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  (LPAB)  (written 
comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Edith  McMillan,  (public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991  and  written 
comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Edward  N.  Michael,  (public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991  and  written 
comments  December  12,  1991  and  December  23,  1991) 

Mary  Anne  Miller,  Member  of  the  Board  of  Directors,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  (SFT) 
(public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Frederick  L.  MiUer  (public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991  and  written 
comments  received  December  12,  1991) 

James  Morales,  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  (public  hearing  comments, 
December  12,  1991) 

Francis  V.  O'Connor,  Ph.D.  (letter  to  Debra  Lehane,  Art  Collections  Manager.  Arts 
Commission  of  San  Francisco,  November  30,  1990) 
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Stephen  Pantos  (public  hearing  comments,  December  12,  1991  and  written  comments, 
December  22,  1991) 

Anne  S.  Perlman  (written  comments,  December  18,  1991) 

Dr.  Robert  Popper  and  Marcia  Popper  (written  comments,  December  15,  1991) 

Fred  Reichman  (written  comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Mzu^garet  Segal,  Coalition  of  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods  (public  hearing  comments, 
December  12,  1991) 

Marilyn  H.  Smulyan,  Chair,  Bicycle  Advisory  Committee  (BAC)  (public  hearing 
comments,  December  12,  1991  and  written  comments,  December  12,  1991) 

Luree  Stetson,  Assistant  Director,  Office  of  Governmental  and  Environmental 

Relation,  California  Department  of  Conservation  (written  comments,  December 
23,  1991) 

David  Tran,  Tenderloin  Youth  Advocates  (TYA)  (public  hearing  comments,  December 
12,  1991) 

Jane  Winslow,  Executive  Director,  Friends  of  the  Library  (public  hearing  comments, 
December  12,  1991) 

Mireille  Piazzoni  Wood  (written  comments,  December  1991) 

Thomas  Wood  (written  comments,  December  20,  1991) 
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NON  EIR-RELATED  COMMENTS 

LIBRARY  OPERATIONS 
Comment 

"To  understand  the  impact  of  the  library  project,  the  commissioners  might  wish  to 
subtitle  the  EIR,  'A  Blueprint  for  Bankruptcy  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library.' 
Library  funding  priorities  have  been  skewed,  even  in  the  planning  stages  of  this 
project.  Millions  of  dollars  have  already  been  spent  for  consulting,  planning,  and 
administrative  costs,  while  library  hours  and  the  book  budget,  the  essence  of  the 
library,  have  been  cut  to  the  bone.  Emphasis  on  the  New  Main  has  already  caused  the 
degradation  of  three  more  branch  libraries  to  reading  centers  for  a  total  of  seven 
city- wide,  as  the  library  is  transformed  from  a  municipal  library  system  in  need  of 
improvement  into  what  planners  call  a  world  class  institution,  whatever  that  may  be. 

"The  project  sponsors  insist  on  providing  us  £in  electronic  library,  apparently  heedless 
of  the  prohibitive  cost  of  computer  technology,  its  acquisition,  maintenance,  and 
continual  replacement  as  it  becomes  obsolete,  heedless  that  this  technology  will  be  a 
barrier  to  many  patrons,  and  heedless  that  it  may  also  prove  to  be  a  health  hazard. 

"Reliance  on  computer  technology  is  neither  energy  efficient  nor  environmentally 
sound.  San  Francisco  cannot  afford  the  proposed  library,  and  library  patrons  will 
probably  have  little  use  for  it. 

"The  branch  libraries  now  account  for  70%  of  aU  San  Francisco  Public  Library  use 
(not  including  the  people  who  use  the  Main  as  their  local  library)  and  the  library 
budget  and  planning  processes  should  reflect  that  fact. 
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"I  respectfully  suggest  that  the  Library  take  advantage  of  current,  non-hazardous, 
low-cost  accessible  technology  (i.e.,  the  card  catalogue)  and  build  the  best  possible 
municipal  library  system  San  Francisco  can  afford.  In  short,  a  library  whose  treasure 
is  in  print  and  whose  security  is  assured  by  patrons'  ethical  sense  and  civil  conduct." 
(Lee  Gertler) 

"My  concern  is  that  the  environmental  report,  in  light  of  the  changes  that  Ken  Dowlin, 
the  current  head  of  the  library,  took  unilaterally  after  the  earthquake,  that  there  is  no 
guarantee  that  the  library  will  be  available  to  be  people  who  need  to  use  it  for  research 
and  so  on.  I  am  concemed  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  report  to  prevent  Ken  Dowlin 
from  his  high  tech  plan  that  will  make  the  library  further,  harder,  and  more  difficult  for 
the  great  masses  of  people  in  this  community  to  use.  I  am  greatly  concemed  about  it. 

"Ideally  ~  and  this  is  for  the  Library  Commission  ~  Dowlin  should  have  been  fired 
long  ago.  He  has  no  respect  for  the  democratic  process. 

"But  there  should  be  in  the  report  demands  that  the  library  not  be  so  automated  and  so 
on  that  it  becomes  virtually  inaccessible  to  many  of  the  people,  particularly  people 
who  do  not  speak  English,  and  the  computerized  catalogues  —  that  is  an  incredible 
danger  -  that  the  library  not  throw  out  the  books  that  Dowlin  is  known  to  have  wanted 
to  throw  out,  that  the  library  not  —  that  we  basically  scrap  Dowlin 's  electronic  library 
of  the  future  plan,  that  these  must  be  viewed,  put  in  the  report,  and  that  this  report  must 
have  in  it  the  view  that  the  library  must  be  publicly  accessible. 

"One  of  the  things,  come  to  think  of  it,  that  I  believe  that  if  there  is  a  new  library,  it 
should  be  an  extension  of  the  old.  For  example,  the  Boston  Public  Library  has  an  old 
library  and  a  new  part.  I  am  concemed  about  the  loss  of  the  spirit  of  place  in  the  old 
library.  I  am  particularly  upset  since  they  have  closed  off  a  lot  of  the  stacks  where  I 
used  to  spend  hours  reading  books,  getting  things.  Now  you  have  to  order  them,  if 
they  are  even  available  through  the  circulation  desk."  (Brian  Brackney) 

Response 

While  the  commenters  raise  issues  of  legitimate  concern,  the  comments  address 
matters  of  Library  operations  and  Library  Commission  policy,  not  the  content  of 
the  EIR,  and  thus  require  no  response  here.  The  EIR  describes  the  physical 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


environmental  impacts  of  the  project  as  proposed  and  alternatives  to  the  proposed 
project.  Library  operations  and  policy  are  outside  the  purview  of  the  EIR  and 
outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  City  Planning  Commission.  They  are  within  the 
purview  of  the  Library  Commission,  the  members  of  which  are  appointed  by  the 
Mayor  for  four-year  terms. 

For  comments  and  responses  related  to  potential  impacts  of  electronic  equipment, 
please  see  p.  C&R.157  -158  herein. 

Comment 

"The  loss  of  the  use  of  the  building  as  our  Main  Library  and  the  damage  to  our 
architectural  history  are  especially  sad  since  the  proposed  new  Main  will  provide 
adequate  library  space  only  until  2010,  a  useful  life  of  15  years.  How  is  that 
possible?"  (Lee  Gertler) 

Response 

According  to  the  project  sponsor,  the  New  Main  Library  building  is  intended  to 
have  a  useful  life  of  100  years.  The  building  has  been  designed  to  accommodate 
the  library's  space  and  program  needs  in  the  year  20 10. /I/  The  existing  main 
library  building  reached  its  design  capacity  in  1944. 

Comment 

"I  would  also  like  to  see  the  library  have  a  chance  to  expand,  and  I  think  we  should 
have  more  library  service,  not  less.  I  would  like  to  see  the  new  Main  be  the  annex  to 
an  even  newer  Main  that  could  open  up  in  that  building,  unless  it  is  totally  ripped  to 
pieces  to  make  it  appropriate  for  the  Asian  Art  collection."  (John  Barbey,  Liberty  Hill 
Neighborhood  Association) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  It  represents  the  opinion  of  the  commenter,  not  a 
comment  on  the  content  of  the  EIR  requiring  a  response. 
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Comment 

"I  am  a  member  of  the  board  of  Friends  of  the  Library.  I'm  also  chairman  of  Civic 
Pride,  which  is  an  organization  that  has  recently  been  created  to  support  the  renewal 
and  completion  of  Civic  Center. 

"The  projects  before  you  are  the  result  of  considerable  citizen  action  that  brought 
about  the  library  and  got  the  voters  to  approve  the  bond  issue.  Civic  Pride  is  a 
furtherance  of  that,  to  bring  about  the  completion  of  Civic  Center  and  a  number  of 
other  projects  there.  We  are  particularly  supportive  of  a  series  of  bond  issues  that 
relate  to  the  EIR  because  they  provide  the  financing  to  deal  with  some  of  the 
altematives.  I  am  pleased  to  report  that  the  Capital  Improvements  Committee  this 
morning,  as  I  understand  it,  has  approved  the  three  bond  issues  and  sent  them  forward 
to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  hearings  in  January. 

"I  have  a  list,  which  I  will  give  to  the  secretary,  of  the  members  of  Civic  Pride  and  the 
organizations  that  have  endorsed  the  bond  issue  that  will  give  you  some  idea  of  the 
breadth  of  people  interested  in  Civic  Center.  Some  of  the  members  of  the  committee 
will  be  speaking  more  specifically  on  issues.  I  wiU  make  some  remarks  of  a  more 
general  nature  relating  to  the  EIR."  (Jim  Haas,  Civic  Pride) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  They  do  not  specifically  address  the  content  of  the  EIR, 
and  no  response  is  necessary. 

NOTE  -  Non-EIR-Related  Comments 

III    Abel,  Russell,  Project  Manager,  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  Bureau  of  Architecture, 
telephone  conversation,  January  16,  1992. 
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SUMMARY 

ISSUES  TO  BE  RESOLVED 
Comment 

"p.  24.  Removal  of  the  [Pioneer]  [M]onument  hardly  seems  to  be  an  issue  at  this  time, 
if  it  ever  were,  save  for  it  having  been  shown  on  the  original  drawings  promoting  the 
bond  issue  and  in  the  first  schemes  for  the  building."  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  monument  and  its  disposition  have  been 
controversial  over  the  course  of  preparation  of  the  DEIR  and  remain  so,  as  may 
be  seen  herein. 

PROJECT  DESCRIFnON 

EIR  TITLE 
Comment 

"I'm  always  impressed  as  a  layman  by  the  apparent  thoroughness,  or  at  least  the 
thickness,  of  an  EIR  such  as  this,  but  there  are  some  things  that  I  would  like  to  see 
more  thoroughly  covered.  I  think  one  glaring  error  ~  and  this  was  made  clear  to  me 
thanks  to  my  attendance  at  the  Landmarks  Board  hearing  last  week,  and  I  wish  those 
were  as  well  attended  as  Planning  Commission  hearings.  . .  .  There's  a  glaring  error 
right  on  the  very  cover  of  the  report.  It  says  New  Main  Library  ~  San  Francisco  Main 
Library,  rather.  The  title  should  be  San  Francisco  Main  Library  and  Asian  Art 
Museum  because  that  is  part  of  this  project,  as  discussed  in  the  EIR,  and  I  understand 
there  won't  be  a  separate  EIR  for  that.  Assuming  it's  appropriate  to  include  the 
museum  at  aU  at  this  time,  since  I  understand  it's  not  a  totally  certain  project  at  this 
point  with  possible  funding  problems,  but  if  it  is  appropriate  to  include  it,  that  should 
be  part  of  the  title  because  it  is  certainly  discussed  here.  . .  .  This  is  one  of  the  major 
elements  of  the  project  described  in  the  EIR  and  must  therefore  be  included  in  the 
Title."  (Michael  M.  Levin) 


C&R.9 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

Response 

The  San  Francisco  Main  Library  EIR  analyzes  three  proposed  project 
components:  the  proposed  New  Main  Library,  conversion  of  the  existing  library 
building  for  use  by  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  and  a  Fulton  Street  Mall.  San 
Francisco  EIRs  sometimes  use  short  titles.  For  example,  a  recent  EIR  titled.  One 
Second  Street  Office  Building  (Case  No.  89.632E),  zmalyzes  demolition  of  two 
buildings,  construction  of  a  new  office  tower  with  retail  and  childcare  uses,  and 
adaptive  reuse  of  a  Downtown  Plan  Category  I  building  as  a  greenhouse  open 
space.  The  recent  300  Howard  Street  EIR  (Case  No.  89.589E)  analyzes  a  similar 
mixed-use  development  and  reuse. 

As  noted  on  p.  1  of  the  EIR,  the  document  analyzes  the  proposed  New  Main 
Library  in  greater  detail  than  the  other  two  project  components  because  the 
library  is  further  along  in  the  planning  stages.  Enough  is  known  about  the  other 
two  components  to  analyze  their  principal  environmental  impacts,  although 
information  is  not  available  at  the  same  level  of  detail  as  for  the  new  library. 

PROJECT  SPONSORS'  OBJECTIVES 

Comment 

"p.  25.  The  Library  won't  complete  the  original  1912  plan.  Three  lesser  but  highly 
significant  comer  buildings  remain  to  be  constructed."  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  commenter  refers  to  the  statement  of  the  project  sponsor's  objectives  in  the 
EIR.  The  EIR  discusses  the  site  in  relation  to  the  1912  plan  on  pp.  54-57, 
including  the  comer  sites  referred  to  by  the  commenter,  the  so-called  Four 
Comers,  on  p.  56.,  first  full  paragraph. 


C&R.IO 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Comment 

"P.  25:  Statement  at  the  bottom  of  the  page  is  erroneous  since  Polk,  Larkin  and  Hyde 
Streets  would  interfere  with  a  'continuous  pedestrian  space'  between  City  Hall  and 
Market  Street."  (Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

The  last  sentence  on  DEIR  p.  25  is  revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  language  is 
underlined): 

Assuming  separate  funding  becomes  available,  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Public  Works  plans  to  construct  a  pedestrian  mall  in  the 
block  of  Fulton  Street  between  the  existing  Main  Library  and  the  new 
library  to  create  a  continuous  series  of  plazas  between  Market  Street  and 
City  HaU. 

The  commenter  correctly  states  that  this  area  is  crossed  by  Polk,  Larkin  and  Hyde 
Streets. 

PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 
Comment 

"In  the  EIR,  we  need  more  plans,  simplified  plans,  elevations,  and  cross-sections  to 
show  some  of  the  very  strange  circulation  pattems  that  will  result. 

"pp.  4,  33,  34  &  35.  The  use  of  the  term  '(partially  below  grade)'  is  misleading,  for 
under  the  Building  Code,  I  think  the  entire  Main  Floor  would  be  so  considered.  But 
terminology  isn't  the  issue.  What  concems  me  is  that  between  the  two  Main  Floors 
there  is  an  intermediate  level  at  the  Grove  Street  entrance.  To  traverse  the  route 
between  any  of  the  three  entrances  and  the  Book  Check-in  &  -out  will  require  using 
stair  or  elevator  (or  ramp  at  Grove). 

"p.  34.  3rd  paragraph.  'It  would  be  possible  to  walk  .  .  .  .'  True  but  what  this  entails 
isn't  as  simple  as  it  sounds.  Entering  at  Fulton  or  Larkin  Street  and  exiting  on  Grove 
or  vice  versa  requires  descent  to  a  lower  level  and  ascent  to  an  upper  level  via  stairs  or 
elevator  (or  ramp  at  Grove).  (It's  impossible  to  comment  on  other  circulation  concem 
because  of  lack  of  information.) 


C&R.ll 


Summary  of  Comiments  and  Responses 


"What  are  needed  are  simplified  floor  plans  (preferably  for  aH  floors)  and  a 
cross-section  or  two  which  would  include  the  most  heavily  used  entrance  level  at 
Grove.  Figure  5  (page  33)  seems  to  indicate  the  Main  Floor  only  slightly  below 
Hyde(?)  but  inspection  of  Figure  6  (page  35)  reveals  that  there  are  13  steps  downward 
from  that  street  to  the  checking  desk  and  a  much  greater  distance  from  the  other  two 
entrances.  Finally,  my  reading  from  the  three  plans  shown  is  that  if  one  selects  a  book 
to  check  out,  it  will  require  traveling  down  to  the  Main  Floor  (some  would  say 
basement;  Macy's  would  call  it  The  Cellar)  to  check  it  out  and  then  back  up  to  street 
level  to  exit."  (Commenter's  emphasis  retained)  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  Grove  Street  entrance  of  the  New  Main  Library  would  be  at  street  level  on 
Grove  Street  and  would  open  into  an  entry  area  that  would  be  approximately 
midway  between  the  Main  and  Upper  Main  Floors.  The  Main  Floor  would  be 
below  grade.  According  to  the  project  sponsor,  this  use  of  grade  changes  of  the 
site  would  allow  maximization  of  library  space  while  not  exceeding  an  overall 
80-foot  building  height.  As  noted  by  the  commenter,  the  route  between  any  of  the 
three  entrances  and  the  book  check- in  and  check-out  would  require  use  of  stairs, 
elevator  on  ramp.  Entry  to  library  service  areas,  including  book  check-in  and 
check-out,  would  be  from  the  Main  Floor,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  34.  Thus,  a  patron 
entering  from  Grove  Street  would  go  down  13  stairs  to  the  Main  Floor  and  enter 
the  library.  To  walk  through  the  library  without  entering  the  service  area  would 
require  a  person  entering  from  Grove  Street  to  go  down  to  the  Main  Floor,  go  up 
about  22  stairs  to  the  Upper  Main  Floor,  and  walk  across  to  the  doors  at  Larkin  or 
Fulton  Streets.  The  opposite  would  be  true  for  persons  entering  from  Larkin  or 
Fulton  Streets;  to  enter  the  service  areas  would  require  a  descent  from  the  Upper 
Main  Floor  to  the  Main  Floor,  while  to  walk  through  the  building  to  Grove  Street 
would  require  a  descent  to  the  Main  Floor  and  an  ascent  of  1 3  steps  to  the  Grove 
Street  door.  An  elevator  would  carry  wheelchair  users  and  other  patrons  between 
the  Maui  and  Upper  Main  Floors,  and  a  wheelchair  ramp  would  connect  the  Main 
Floor  and  Grove  Street  entry.  Book  check-in  and  check-out  facilities  would  be 
located  on  the  Main  Floor,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  34. 


C&R.12 


Figure  C&R-l  shows  a  pho 
atrium  and  Grove  Street  ent 
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7 


The  second  sentence  of  the  third  full  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  34  (continuing  to 
p.  37)  is  revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 


The  Main  Floor  (see  Figure  6),  with  about  59,000  sq.  ft.,  would  be 
accessible  from  Grove  Street  via  a  stairway  and  a  wheelchair  ramp  and 
would  include  book  checkout  and  return  desks,  the  so-called  first-stop 
reference  area,  newspaper-reading  facilities,  services  for  the 
hearing-impaired,  and  staff  work  areas. 


Comment 

"p.  30.  ...  Also,  in  addition  to  the  floor  elevations,  for  clarification,  show  Main  Floor 
level.  Grove  Street  entrance  level  and  indicate  the  relative  elevations  of  all  floors  in 
feet  as  has  been  done  for  parapet  height."  (Ed  Michael) 


Response 


See  EIR  Figures  2  and  5,  pp.  C&R.15  -16,  which  have  been  revised  to  provide  the 
requested  information.  They  replace  Figures  2  and  5  of  the  DEIR,  EIR  pp.  30  and 
33. 


C&R.13 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"What  are  needed  are  simplified  floor  plans  (preferably  for  aU  floors)  and  a 
cross-section  or  two  which  would  include  the  most  heavily  used  entrance  level  at 
Grove.  Figure  5  (page  33)  seems  to  indicate  the  Main  Floor  only  slightly  below 
Hyde(?)  but  inspection  of  Figure  6  (page  35)  reveals  that  there  are  13  steps  downward 
from  that  street  to  the  checking  desk  and  a  much  greater  distance  from  the  other  two 
entrances.  Finally,  my  reading  from  the  three  plans  shown  is  that  if  one  selects  a  book 
to  check  out,  it  will  require  traveling  down  to  the  Main  Floor  (some  would  say 
basement;  Macy's  would  call  it  The  Cellar)  to  check  it  out  and  then  back  up  to  street 
level  to  exit."  (Commenter's  emphasis  retained)  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  Grove  Street  entrance  of  the  New  Main  Library  would  be  at  street  level  on 
Grove  Street  and  would  open  into  an  entry  area  that  would  be  approximately 
midway  between  the  Main  and  Upper  Main  Floors.  The  Main  Roor  would  be 
below  grade.  According  to  the  project  sponsor,  this  use  of  grade  changes  of  the 
site  would  allow  maximization  of  library  space  while  not  exceeding  an  overall 
80-foot  building  height.  As  noted  by  the  commenter,  the  route  between  any  of  the 
three  entrances  and  the  book  check-in  and  check-out  would  require  use  of  stairs, 
elevator  on  ramp.  Entry  to  library  service  areas,  including  book  check-in  and 
check-out,  would  be  from  the  Main  Floor,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  34.  Thus,  a  patron 
entering  from  Grove  Street  would  go  down  13  stairs  to  the  Main  Floor  and  enter 
the  library.  To  walk  through  the  library  without  entering  the  service  area  would 
require  a  person  entering  from  Grove  Street  to  go  down  to  the  Main  Floor,  go  up 
about  22  stairs  to  the  Upper  Main  Floor,  and  walk  across  to  the  doors  at  Larkin  or 
Fulton  Streets.  The  opposite  would  be  true  for  persons  entering  from  Larkin  or 
Fulton  Streets;  to  enter  the  service  areas  would  require  a  descent  from  the  Upper 
Main  Floor  to  the  Main  Floor,  while  to  walk  through  the  building  to  Grove  Street 
would  require  a  descent  to  the  Main  Floor  and  an  ascent  of  13  steps  to  the  Grove 
Street  door.  An  elevator  would  carry  wheelchair  users  and  other  patrons  between 
the  Main  and  Upper  Main  Floors,  and  a  wheelchair  ramp  would  connect  the  Main 
Floor  and  Grove  Street  entry.  Book  check-in  and  check-out  facilities  would  be 
located  on  the  Main  Floor,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  34. 


C&R.12 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Figure  C&R-l  shows  a  photograph  of  a  cutawayWiofel  of  the  New  Main  Library 
atrium  and  Grove  Street  entrance  with  the  path  of  a  person  walking  through  the 
library  indicated  by  a  dashed  line. 

The  following  new  sentence  is  added  after  the  third  sentence  of  the  second  full 
paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  34: 

The  Grove  Street  entrance  would  be  at  street  level  on  Grove  Street  and 
would  open  into  an  entry  area  that  would  be  approximately  midway 
between  the  Main  and  Upper  Main  Floors. 

The  fifth  sentence  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  34  is  revised  to  read  as 
follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

It  would  be  possible  to  walk  through  the  building  between  any  two 
entrances  without  entering  secured  library  use  areas;  walking  to  or  from  the 
Grove  Street  entrance  would  require  walking  down  to  and  up  from  the  Main 
Floor  (two  flights  of  stairs  totaling  about  35  steps)  or  use  of  an  elevator. 

The  second  sentence  of  the  third  full  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  34  (continuing  to 
p.  37)  is  revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

The  Main  Floor  (see  Figure  6),  with  about  59,000  sq.  ft.,  would  be 
accessible  from  Grove  Street  via  a  stairway  and  a  wheelchair  ramp  and 
would  include  book  checkout  and  return  desks,  the  so-called  first-stop 
reference  area,  newspaper-reading  facilities,  services  for  the 
hearing-impaired,  and  staff  work  areas. 


"p.  30.  ...  Also,  in  addition  to  the  floor  elevations,  for  clarification,  show  Main  Roor 
level.  Grove  Street  entrance  level  and  indicate  the  relative  elevations  of  all  floors  in 
feet  as  has  been  done  for  parapet  height."  (Ed  Michael) 


See  EIR  Figures  2  and  5,  pp.  C&R.15  -16,  which  have  been  revised  to  provide  the 
requested  information.  They  replace  Figures  2  and  5  of  the  DEIR,  EIR  pp.  30  and 


Comment 


Response 


33. 
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C&R,15 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Comment 

"Pages  34  and  40:  'Grove  Street  entrance  is  expected  to  be  the  most  heavily  used.'  In 
testimony  before  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  in  August  1991,  Mr. 
Kenneth  Dowlin  (city  librarian)  stated  that  he  expected  the  majority  of  users  of  the 
new  main  library  to  be  coming  from  the  Market  Street  area.  I  think  that  the  DEIR 
should  address  the  feasibility  of  having  an  entrance  at  the  Grove-Hyde  comer  which 
would  be  convenient  to  users  coming  from  the  Market  Street  area,  rather  than  having  a 
patron  entrance  halfway  down  the  block  on  Grove  Street  and  none  at  all  on  Hyde 
Street.  An  entrance  at  the  Grove-Hyde  comer  would  be  prominently  (and  pleasingly) 
marked  by  keeping  the  Pioneer  Monument  at  its  present  location."  (Winchell  T. 
Hayward) 

Response 

The  EIR  analyzes  the  project  as  proposed,  that  is,  with  entrances  to  the  New  Main 
Library  at  Larkin,  Fulton,  and  Grove  Streets.  The  proposed  Grove  Street  entrance 
would  be  about  one -third  of  a  block  (about  180  ft.)  west  of  Hyde  Street.  An 
entrance  at  the  Grove-Hyde  Streets  comer  would  place  a  project  entrance  closer 
to  Market  Street  and  Muni  bus  and  Metro  lines,  as  well  as  BART,  and  would 
avoid  the  potential  for  vehicle-pedestrian  conflict  at  the  mid-block  Grove  Street 
entrance,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  143.  As  discussed  on  p.  143  this  potential  for 
conflict  could  also  be  reduced  by  other  means,  such  as  signs  or  barriers.  Moving 
this  entrance  to  the  Grove-Hyde  comer  could  require  redesign  of  the  project  in 
order  to  accommodate  the  auditorixim,  children's  terrace,  some  compact  stacks, 
and  possibly  other  components  of  the  proposed  library.  See  also  the  response  to 
pp.  C&R.187  -  192,  under  Altemative  B.l. 

Comment 

"The  new  Main  presented  in  this  EIR  is  mostly  wasted  space.  A  very  fancy  lightwell 
referred  to  as  the  atrium,  and  a  grand  central  staircase  appear  to  occupy  at  least  20 
percent  of  the  interior  space.  More  space  which  should  be  occupied  by  librarians  and 
readers  is  set  aside  for  a  television  studio,  a  video  production  center,  office  space  for 


C&R.17 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Respo 


the  Friends,  a  gift  shop  luid  book  store,  and  archival  museum  space,  and  a  fitness 
center  tor  the  staff.  The  proposal  not  only  includes  a  kitchen  adjacent  to  the  meeting 
rooms  on  the  lower  level  for  catering  receptions,  but  also  a  pimtry  by  the  city 
librariiui's  office.  This  appears  to  be  the  same  size  as  the  office  space  designated  for 
each  hr;inch  chief  ;ind  support  staff."  (Lee  Gertler) 

Response 

The  central  atrium  would  take  up  about  seven  percent  of  the  building's  floor 
space.  The  lightwells  parallel  to  Fulton  and  Larkin  Streets  would  take  up  about 
two  percent,  for  a  total  of  about  nine  percent,  not  20  p)ercent  as  stated  by  the 
commenter.  Both  of  these  features  are  included  in  the  design  to  allow  natural 
light  into  the  building./l/ 


"One  thing,  every  Civic  Center  building  that  we  have  at  some  point  on  the  facades 
makes  the  arch  a  prominent  feature.  I  see  only  90-degree  angles  in  this,  let  alone  depth. 

"p.  87.  4th  paragraph.  'Windows  .  .  .  would  be  of  similar  size  and  configuration  .  .  .  .' 
Windows  in  rectangular  frames  and  windows  in  arched  frames  do  not  have  the  same 
configuration."  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  second  sentence  of  the  fourth  paragraph  on  p.  87  of 
the  DEIR  is  revised  to  read  (new  text  underlined): 

Windows  on  the  Larkin  and  Fulton  Street  sides  would  be  of  similar  size  and 
spacinii  tt)  those  in  the  existing  library  building. 

(."(Miinient 

"P,  01   "The  (existing)  library  building  includes  notable  architectural  features."  There 
is  no  indication  in  the  DEIR  that  the  proposed  neu  librars  building  will  have  any  of 


CAR  18 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Resp 


these  gracious  features,  all  suggesting  a  reverence  for  culture  and  leaming  and 
showing  respect  and  honor  for  great  literary  figures.  Such  'sub-liminal'  messages  are 
important,  and  they  should  not  be  left  out  of  the  new  library  building.  The  DEIR 
should  comment  on  this."  (Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

The  Draft  EIR  analyzes  the  project  as  proposed.  The  EIR  describes  the  interior  of 
the  proposed  New  Main  Library  in  the  Project  Description  section,  pp.  34-39. 
The  proposed  New  Main  Library  would  include  architectural  features  such  as  a 
central  atrium,  interior  light  weUs  on  floors  two  through  five,  and  bridges 
spanning  these  light  weUs  and  other  open  spaces.  As  described  in  this  section  of 
the  EIR,  the  interior  of  New  Main  Library  would  not  replicate  that  of  the  existing 
library  building,  and  is  not  intended  to  do  so. 

Comment 

"From  all  reports  it  seems  that  the  Asian  Art  Museum  would  welcome  another  location 
rather  than  the  Old  Main  Library."  (Edith  McMillan) 

"The  Asian  Art  Museiun  (co-sponsor  of  this  proposal)  is  perfect  in  its  present  tranquil 
site,  overlooking  the  Japanese  Tea  Garden  ~  a  lovely  place  to  visit  for  residents  and 
tourists  alike."  (Lee  Gertler) 

"Also,  the  very  contrast  of  the  [exceptional]  Avery  Bnmdage  Asian  Art  Museum 
collection  ~  I  think  to  put  in  a  building  like  that,  a  classical  revival  Beaux  Arts,  that  it 
would  soon  be  perceived  to  be  a  mistake,  and  I  don't  think  that  the  city  should  make 
this  mistake  irreversible,  at  least  not  remove  the  mottoes. 

"The  Asian  Art  collection  is  so  exceptional,  I  would  prefer  to  see  the  whole  De  Young 
Museum  be  the  Asian  Art  collection.  And  I  think  that  would  be  better.  It's  right  next 
to  the  incredible  Tea  Garden.  Windows  opening  on  to  the  garden  are  beautiful,  and 
you  will  never  have  an  arrangement  like  that  in  Civic  Center,  and  that  collection  is  far 
superior  to  what  I  think  is  there  to  be  done."  (John  Barbey,  Liberty  Hill  Neighborhood 
Association) 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Response 


Response 

Tlie  comments  are  noted.  The  EIR  includes  Alternative  E,  Existing  Library  as 
Couns  Facility.  EIR  pp.  205-207,  which  would  not  locate  the  Asian  Art  Museum 
m  the  Old  Main  Library.  The  following  comments  were  made  by  Rand  Castile, 
Director,  Asian  Art  Museum,  at  the  DEIR  hearing: 

Comment 

"I  just  wanted  to  make  a  correction  of  some  of  the  testimony  that  was  made  here 
today.  Most  of  the  references  made  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum  came  from  newspaper 
articles,  which  reporters  spoke  neither  to  me  nor  any  member  of  the  commission  nor 
any  member  of  the  staff.  A  lot  of  it  is  simply  gossip  and  rumor  that  has  continued  to 
go  around. 

Most  particularly,  though.  I  just  wanted  to  bring  your  attention  to  the  statement  that 
was  made  earlier  about  our  institution  looking  for  another  site,  considering  other  sites. 
There  has  been  no  consideration  of  any  other  site,  none  whatsoever,  by  any  member  of 
the  commission  or  me  or  my  staff. 

"The  question  has  always  been  raised  about  whether  this  kind  of  Beaux  Arts  building 
is  appropriate  for  an  Asian  art  collection.  We  answered  that  ourselves  by  taking 
photographs  of  all  the  major  museums  in  Asia,  of  which  the  majority  are  Beaux  Arts, 
and  we  feel  if  it's  good  enough  for  the  people  of  Asia,  it's  good  enough,  probably,  for 
us."  (Rand  Castile.  Asian  Art  Museum) 

Response 

"Page  2.S.  last  sentence:  Is  this  the  current  information?"  (Commissioner  Susan 
Bicmian) 


CAR  20 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Response 


The  sentence  to  which  the  comment  refers  describes  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  as  part 
of  the  project.  The  Fulton  Street  pedestrian  mall  is  still  proposed  and  is  part  of 
the  project  analyzed  in  the  EIR.  Since  publication  of  the  DEIR,  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  has  approved  a  bond  measure  for  placement  on  the  June  1992  ballot, 
to  fund  construction  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  and  reconstruction  of  Civic  Center 
Plaza. 


The  second  full  paragraph,  DEIR  p.  40,  is  replaced  by  the  following  new 
paragraph  and  revised  paragraph  which  update  the  status  of  the  Mall.  (Revised 
language  is  underlined): 

Mall  plans  include  modification  of  the  podium  around  the  existing  library 
building  to  match  the  stepped  podium  of  the  proposed  New  Main  Library; 
an  east-west  pedestrian  concourse  wide  enough  to  accommodate  large 
events  and  emergency  vehicles;  a  north-south  walkway  linking  the 
proposed  New  Main  Library  and  the  proposed  Asian  Art  Museum;  and 
paving  and  lighting  to  link  of  the  proposed  mall  with  United  Nations  Plaza 
to  the  east  and  Civic  Center  Plaza  to  the  west.  The  bond  measure  for  the 
Mall  would  also  fund  reconstruction  of  Civic  Center  Plaza  to  its  original 
1912  design./5/ 

Fulton  Street  would  be  used  as  a  constmction  staging  area  for  the  New 
Main  Library,  and  at  least  a  portion  of  the  street  would  be  used  for 
constmction  staging  for  the  Asian  Art  Museum  conversion.  Contingent  on 
approval  of  a  bond  issue  on  the  June  1992  ballot,  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  would  complete  the  pedestrian  mall  in  two  phases,  beginning  after 
completion  of  the  New  Main  Library  and  concluding  after  completion  of 
the  Asian  Art  Museum  conversion.  The  street  would  be  closed  once 
construction  of  the  New  Main  Library  began./5/ 


The  following  is  added  as  a  new  foomote  to  EIR  Section  n,  immediately 
following  the  last  foomote  on  p.  46: 

151     Bureau  of  Engineering,  Department  of  Public  Works,  Civic  Center 
Plaza-Fulton  Street  Mall  Bond  Program  Report,  September  1991. 


The  second-to-last  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  6  is  revised  to 
read  as  follows  (new  language  underlined): 


Construction  of  the  proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall  would  be  phased  over  four 
years  beginning  in  1996. 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Resp 


The  fourth  sentence  of  the  last  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  41  is  revised  to  read  as 
follows  (new  language  underlined): 

Construction  of  the  proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall  would  be  phased  over  four 
years  beginning  in  1996:  construction  budget  and  schedule  are  in  the 
planning  stages. 

Comment 

"Page  41,  Paragraph  4:  How  much  in  1992  dollars? 

"Page  41 ,  Paragraph  5:  How  much  in  1992  dollars?"  (Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 
Response 

The  cost  information  in  the  DEIR  was  prepared  for  DEIR  publication  in  1991. 
The  following  information  provides  an  update,  for  informational  purposes.  The 
paragraphs  cited  by  the  commenter  state  the  New  Main  Library  construction  costs 
of  $77  million,  and  Asian  Art  Museum  construction  costs  of  $55  million,  both  in 
1990  dollars.  Assuming  a  3.5  percent  annual  inflation  rate  for  construction  and 
financing  costs,  the  New  Main  Library  would  cost  about  $82.5  million  in  1992 
dollars,  and  the  Asian  Art  Museum  remodeling  would  cost  about  $59  million  in 
1992  dollars.  Relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  could  cost  from  about 
$640,000  to  several  million  dollars  (1992  doUars)  depending  on  the  site  chosen, 
according  to  preliminary  estimates. 

PROJECT  APPROVALS,  GENERAL 

Comment 

"Members  of  the  commission,  you  have  received  our  correspondence  earlier  and  our 
resolution  on  this.  We  are  also  a  participant  in  the  Civic  Pride  group. 

"I  come  to  you  today  to  take  a  different  tack,  and  that  is  to  go  outside  of  the  things  that 
we  wish  were  in  this  EIR  and  are  not,  and  to  get  on  with  it  as  soon  as  we  can.  1  think 
there  are  other  groups  that  will  be  making  decisions  along  with  you  regarding  some  of 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Response 


the  particulars  that  have  been  presented  to  you  today,  and  some  of  the  omissions,  some 
prescriptive  material  will  be  forthcoming  from  other  groups  and  other  hearings,  but  I 
think,  ultimately,  the  big  concem  is  to  move  forward  with  the  plan  as  soon  as  we  can. 

"You  will  hear  from  us  later  on  our  concerns  about  the  omission  on  parking  that  might 
be  adequate  for  the  needs  of  smaU  businesses  in  the  Tenderloin.  We  are  sorry  that 
bicycles  weren't  included  in  the  study.  We  think  the  Pioneer  Monument  height  should 
be  stated  clearly.  With  these  contingencies,  we  wish  you  could  go  ahead  with  this  plan 
and  move  quickly."  (Elizabeth  Martin,  SF  Beautiful) 

"I  would  like  to  urge  you  to  keep  on  track,  not  to  extend  the  EIR  period.  We  have  had 
many  hearings  on  this  already.  As  someone  else  said,  you  aren't  the  ones  who  make 
the  final  decision  on  a  lot  of  this.  You  just  have  to  adopt  the  EIR. 

"Since  1944,  the  current  Main  Library  has  been  at  capacity.  In  1988,  72.8  percent  of 
the  voters  said  they  wanted  a  new  library.  The  foundation  is  raising  money  for  the 
inside  of  it.  The  architects  have  been  working  on  it.  We  need  to  keep  going. 

"I  just  want  to  say  one  thing  about  the  auditorium.  We  need  a  new  auditorium.  Right 
now,  we  have  the  Lurie  Room,  which  holds  200  people.  The  Friends  of  the  Library, 
along  with  the  library  staff,  have  many  uses  for  a  large  auditorium.  It's  one  way  you 
get  people  into  the  library.  So  a  new  auditorium  is  very,  very  important.  Don't  extend 
the  period."  (Jane  Winslow,  Friends  of  the  Library) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  Parking  concems  and  bicycles  are  addressed  in  the 
Transportation  section,  EIR  pp.  144  -  151,  and  in  this  Comments  and  Responses 
document  (pp.  C&R.131  -  146).  The  height  of  the  Pioneer  Monument,  40  feet,  is 
provided  on  p.  62  of  the  EIR,  where  it  is  stated,  "the  central  figure  in  the 
monument  is  a  10-foot  tall  female  figure  of  'California'  holding  a  spear  and 
shield.  She  stands  atop  a  30-foot  granite  pedestal,  ..." 
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PROJECT  APPROVAL  REQUIREMENTS 
Coninient 

"This  EIR  hearing  will  eventually  conclude  with  a  decision  for  certification  or 
non-certification.  Even  though  technically  the  Planning  Commission  does  not  make  a 
decision  on  the  design  itself  (which  is  left  to  the  Arts  Commission  and  the  Library 
Commission)  the  other  bodies  must  address  the  environmental  mitigations  that  you 
request,  and  must  be  governed  by  your  findings  of  significance. 

"Furthermore,  you  could  Yote  to  adcy t  a  motion  which  aidorscs  the  SFT  aJtemative 
and  iccofnmend  the  design  changes  soggested  in  the  altemalivc  to  the  Aits 
CommissiiMi  and  the  Library  Commission.  (Commenters'  emphasis  included)" 
(Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  SFT) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  They  do  not  directly  address  the  content  of  the  EIR  and 
no  response  is  needed. 

Comment 

"In  addition,  the  City  Planning  Commission  has  full  jurisdiction  regarding  the  Master 
Plan  referral.  You  must  hold  a  public  hearing  and  find  that  the  design  is  in  conformity 
with  the  Master  Plan  (excerpts  underlined  on  [pp.  C&R.25  -  28])  and  cannot  use  the 
routine  'administrative  review'  process  that  is  followed  for  minor  projects." 
(Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  SFT) 

You  will  have  to  conduct  a  hearing,  a  public  hearing,  on  the  Master  Plan  approval. 
Your  own  resolution  of  1981  said  that  it's  only  the  routine  cases,  the  small  cases,  that 
could  be  done  administratively.  The  Master  Plan  referral,  that  is  your  finding  that  this 
project  in  all  its  aspects  would  be  in  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan,  has  to  be  done 
here  at  a  public  hearing. 


C&R.24 


APPROVAL  REQUIREMENTS 


n.  Projea  Description 


Following  a  public  hearing  before  the  City  Planning  Commission  on  the  Draft  EIR, 
responses  to  written  and  oral  comments  will  be  prepared.  The  EIR  will  be  revised  as 
appropriate  and  presented  to  the  City  Planning  Commission  for  certification  as  to 
accuracy,  objectivity  and  completeness.  No  permits  may  be  issued  before  the  Final 
EIR  is  certified. 

On  November  4,  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  M,  the 
Accountable  Planning  Initiative.  The  measure  established  eight  Priority  Policies. 
These  policies  are:  preservation  and  enhancement  of  neighborhood-serving  retail  uses; 
protection  of  neighborhood  character;  preservation  and  enhancement  of  affordable 
housing;  discouragement  of  commuter  automobiles;  protection  of  industrial  and 
service  land  uses  from  commercial  office  development  and  enhancement  of  residential 
employment  and  business  ownership;  earthquake  preparedness;  landmark  and  historic 
building  preservation;  and  protection  of  open  space.  Prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any 
project  that  requires  an  Initial  Study  under  CEQA  or  adopting  any  zoning  ordinance  or 
development  agreement,  the  City  is  required  to  find  that  the  proposed  project  or 
legislation  is  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies.  The  City  Planning  Commission,  in 
reviewing  the  encroachment  permit  q)plication  for  the  library  for  conformity  with  the 
Master  Plan,  and  the  Zoning  Administrator,  in  the  Variance  decisions,  will  make  a 
determination  of  the  project's  conformance  with  the  Priority  Policies  (City  Planning 
Code  Section  101.1)  and  will  so  advise  the  Library  and  Arts  Commissions. 

As  noted  above,  the  project  would  be  reviewed  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  in 
the  context  of  applicable  objectives  and  policies  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan. 
Relevant  objectives  and  policies  of  these  elements  are  delineated  below. 

The  Commerce  and  Industry  Element 

•     Objective  2,  to  "maintain  and  enhance  a  sound  and  diverse  economic  base  and 
fiscal  structure  for  the  city;"  and  associated  Policy  3,  to  "maintain  a  favorable 
social  and  cultural  climate  in  the  city  in  order  to  enhance  its  attractiveness  as  a 
finn  location." 


The  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element 

•      Objeaive  2,  to  "develop  and  maintain  a  diversified  and  balanced  city-wide 

system  of  JiigJ^y^ESHE^S^SSS'"  P°^^^y  ^'     "preserve  surdight  in 
^ubli^ger^gacesj^and  PoUc^^oaoquirc  additionaftpeiTspacc  for  public 
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n.  Projea  Description 


The  Transportation  Element 


Objective  1,  Policy  2,  to  "giye_prioritv  to  public  transit  as  the  means  of  meeting 
SajiFrancisco^s^^ 

Policy  S,  to  '  assure"exp3n3e3TrioSnity  tor  me  disadvantaged. 

Objective  2,  Policy  6,  to  "provide  incenTrv£^Jin_the-U^&il£liailsiL  carpools  and 
vanpools,  and  reduce  the  neeTTor  new  or  expanded  automobile  anu  automobile 
parking  facilities." 

Objective  7,  to  '^grrTvid^af^n^^j^j^y^i^^gflg^jQyjg^  Policy  1,  to 


'widen  sidewalxsVhere  mieim^ve  Cfl 


Policy  4,  to  "partially  or  wlTolIycIos^ertaii^tre^ 


acnviiy  is  present.. and  Policy  4,  to  partially  or  wholly  close  certain  streets  not 
TequTreTasTraInc  carriers  for  pedestrian  use  or  open  space." 

Objective  9,  to  "provide  secure  and  convenient  parking  facilities  for  bicycles;" 
Policy  1,  "include  facilities  for  bicycle  users  in  governmental,  commercial  and 
residential  developments;  and  Policy  3,  to  "emphasize  security  in  bicycle  parking 
design." 


The  Urban  Design  Element 

•  Objective  1,  "emphasis  of  the  characteristic  pattern  which  gives  to  the  city  and  its 
neighborhoods  an  image,  a  sense  of  purpose,  and  a  means  of  orientation;" 
Policy  3,  to  "recognize  that  buildings,  when  seen  together,  produce  a  total  effect 
that  characterizes  the  city  and  its  districts;"  Policy  4,  to  "protect  and  promote 
large-scale  landscaping  and  open  space  that  define  districts  and  topography;" 
Policy  5,  to  "emphasize  the  sp)ccial  nature  of  each  district  through  distinctive 
landscaping  and  other  features;"  Policy  6,  to  '|mak^ceflj£j2yj^ctivitv^^ 
ryyjmirjjQy^ljgyg^^^  by  other  means;"  anSToIicy  7,  to 

recognizejhe  natural  boundaries  of  districts,  and  promote  connections  between 

•  Objeaive  2,  "conservation  of  resources  which  provide  a  sense  of  nature, 
continuity  with  the  past,  and  freedom  from  overcrowding;"  Policy  4,  to  "preserve 
notable  landmarks_and  are a§_of  historic,  architectural  or  aesthetic  value,  an?™^^ 
piomoT^tTjeTreseSaU^p 


^^ii^^iljylgvelogmcjji;  Policy  5,  to  "use  care  in  remodeling  of  older  buildings. 


in  order  to  enhance  rather  than  weaken  the  original  charaaer  of  such  buildings;" 
Policy  6,  to  "respect  the  character  ololdeiLdevelopmentnearbv  in  the  ^e^ign  of 
new  bujldings^^^oIicvT  to  "recognize  and  protect  outstanding  and  unTque  areas 
that  contrmute  in  an  extraordmarv  degree  to  5an  hrancisco's  visual  form  and 
character;  and  holicy  y.  to  review  proposals  tor  the  giving  up  ot  street  areas  in 
terms  o^'  ail  the  public  values  that  streets  afford." 

Objective  4,  "improvement  of  the  neighborhood  environment  to  increase  personal 
safety,  comfort,  pride  and  opportunity;"  Policy  3,  to  "provide  adequate  lighting  in 
public  areas;"  Policy  4,  to  "design  walkways  and  parking  facilities  to  minimize 
danger  to  pedestrians;"  Policy  5,  to  "provide  adequate  maintenance  for  public 
areas;"  Policy  6,  to  "emphasize  the  importance  of  local  centers  providing 
commercial  and  government  services; '  Policy  12,  to  "install,  promote  and 
maintain  landscaping  in  public  and  private  areas;"  Policy  13,  to  '^jfljQ^j;^ 
^jed[estrian_area^  and  Pohcy  14,  to 

remove  and  obscure  distracimg  and  cluttering  elements." 
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n.  Project  Description 


The  Environmental  Protection  Element 

•      Objective  1,  Policy  4,  to  "assure  that  all  new  development  meets  strict 
environmental  quality  standards  and  recognizes  human  needs." 


•  Objective  12,  to  "establish  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  as  a  model  for 
energy  management." 

•  Objective  15,  to  "increase  the  energy  efficiency  of  transportation  and  encourage 
land  use  patterns  and  methods  of  transportation  which  use  less  energy;"  and 
Policy  3,  to  "encourage  an  urban  design  panem  that  will  minimize  travel 
requirements  among  working,  shopping,  recreation,  school  and  childcare  areas." 

The  Community  Safety  Element 

•  Objective  2,  to  "preserve,  consistent  with  life  safety  considerations,  the 
architectural  character  of  buildings  and  structures  important  to  the  unique  visual 
image  of  San  Francisco;"  and  Policy  1,  to  "retain  the  architectural  design 
character  of  buildings  and  structures  in  the  renovation  work  required  for 
abatement  of  hazards  to  life  safety." 


The  Civic  Center  Area  Plan 

•  Objeaive  1,  to  "maintain  and  reinforce  the  Civic  Center  as  the  symbolic  and 
ceremonial  focus  of  community  government  and  culture;"  Policy  1,  to  "en^hasize 
key  public  buildings,  particularly  City  Hall,  through  visually  prominent  siting;" 
Policy  2,  to  "maintain  the  formal  architectural  character  of  the  Civic  Center;" 
Policy  3,  to  "design  Civic  Center  ^nildir^gs  and  open  spaces  to  serve  as  public 
gathering  places  for  ceremonial,  cultural,  recreatinnal  and  nt^^r  community 
acii^jiisSi  Policy  4,  to  "provide  a  sense  of  identity  and  cohesiveness  through 
umfying  street  and  Plaza  design  treatments;"  and  Policy  5,  to  "maintain  existing 
streets  as  vehicular,  pedestrian  or  open  space  corridors." 

•  Objective  2,  to  "develop  the  Civic  Center  as  a  cohesive  area  for  the  administrative 
functions  of  city,  state,  and  federal  government,  and  as  a  focal  point  for  cultural, 
ceremonial,  and  community  activities;"  Policy  1,  to  "design  the  Civic  Center  to 
promote  efficiency  and  convenience  within  and  between  the  governmental 
entities  represented,  and  provide  for  their  orderly  expansion;'  and  Policy  2,  to 
"locate  civic  cultural  facilities  in  the  Civic  Center." 

•  Objective  3,  to  "provide  convenient  access  to  and  circulation  within  the  Civic 
Center,  and  support  facilities  and  services;"  and  Policy  1,  to  "legate  buildings- 
employing  large  number  of  ernplQyee5_and^QiLattiactiii£Jarge.numbers  of  vi^ 
-in  convenienrpe^desirian^proxii^^     public  transit  and  off-street  parking 
iaciiities.  ^■■""■■■"^■■•^^^^^^'^^T''^* 


The  project  would  respond,  in  general,  to  the  above  noted  Master  Plan  Objectives  and 
Policies. 


» 
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n.  Projca  Description 


The  project  would  not  provide  carpool  or  vanpool  spaces  for  employees  (Objcaive  2, 
Policy  6).  However,  the  project  would  have  convenient  access  to  most  transit  carriers 
(Objective  1,  Policy  2). 

Design  of  the  New  Main  Library  and  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  could  be 
consi  Jcrcd^bv_jom£jo_bc  unresponsive^o_Masier_Plan  Objectives  and_Policies^.  For 
example,  see  Urban  Design  EJcmeni  Objcaive  j^^olicv4_on  p.  43  above.  However. 
Urban  Design  issues  are  often  subjective  by  nature  and  arguments  for  and  against  the 
design  of  the  library  and  relocation  of  the  monument  have  been,  and  will  continue  to 
be.  made   The  decision-makers  must  considerihe_2I^liccrijy_sponsiveness  to  the 
M as t cr  Plan  and  must  balance  sometmies  competing  objectives_and_2oU^^ 

The  Zoning  Administrator  must  approve  Variances  for  the  New  Main  Library  and  the 
Asian  Art  Museum  to  provide  less  than  the  required  number  of  paridng  spaces. 

As  noted  on  p.  42.  the  City  Planning  Commission  must  consider  projea  conformity 
with  the  Master  Plan.  The  encroachment  permit  for  the  New  Main  Library,  to 
encroach  into  the  street  right-of-way  below  grade,  would  require  consideration  of 
conformity  with  tlie  Master  Plan,  as  would  closure  of  Fulton  Street  for  a  pedestrian 
mall. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  must  consider  any  new  shadow  on  Civic  Center  Plaza, 
under  the  sunlight  ordinance  (Code  Section  295). 

The  encroachment  of  the  New  Main  Library  extension  into  the  street  right-of-way 
below  grade  would  require  an  encroachment  permit,  as  noted,  from  the  Director  of  the 
Dcpanment  of  Public  Works. 

The  Library  Commission  must  approve  the  design  of  the  New  Main  Library, 
including  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument.  The  Asian  Art  Museum  relocation, 
remodeling  and  expansion  of  the  existing  library  building  would  be  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Asian  Art  Commission  once  the  building  were  transferred  to  the 
museum. 

Closure  of  Fulton  Street  for  a  pedestrian  mall  would  require  the  ap>proval  of  the  Board 
of  Supervisors. 
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"So  we're  looking  forward  to  coming  again  to  talk  about  the  Master  Plan  elements. 
And  that's  the  charge  of  the  Library  Commission  and  the  Arts  Commission,  and  it  is  a 
bit  of  education  for  them.  I  wish  they  were  here  or  that  you  could  hold  a  joint  hearing 
on  the  Master  Plan  referral  with  both  the  Library  Commission  and  the  Arts 
Commission  because  they,  too,  are  subject  to  making  sure  that  any  project  they 
approve  is  conforming  with  the  Master  Plan."  (Mary  Anne  Miller,  SFT) 

"We  believe  that  it  may  be  the  Planning  Commission's  mission  to  instruct  the  other 
Commissions  in  the  necessity  of  using  the  EIR  process  to  further  the  goals  both  of 
good  design  and  adherence  to  law  (CEQA,  and  the  City  Charter,  which  requires 
adherence  to  the  Master  Plan  for  all  Commissions'  actions).  In  that  connection,  we 
request  that  the  Planning  Commission  invite  the  Library  and  Arts  Commissions  to  a 
joint  public  hearing  for  the  certification  of  the  EIR  and  also  for  the  Master  Plan 
referral.  The  Planning  Commission  has  the  widest  mailing  list  for  its  agenda  and  most 
commodious  hearing  chamber.  (Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  SFT) 

Response 

The  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City  Planning  wiU  consider  the 
project's  conformity  with  the  Priority  Policies  set  forth  in  City  Planning  Code 
Section  101.1,  as  weU  as  the  project's  conformity  with  the  Master  Plan  pursuant 
to  City  Planning  Code  Section  234.1.  With  respect  to  design  issues,  the  City 
Charter  has  vested  the  Arts  Commission  with  mandatory  review  and  approval 
power,  so  that  the  Arts  Commission  will  have  final  authority  over  the  design  of 
the  New  Main  Library. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  could  consider  a  request  for  a  joint  hearing  with 
the  Arts  Commission  and  the  Library  Commission  at  the  time  an  application 
warranting  Master  Plan  review  is  before  the  City  Planning  Commission. 

Comment 

"The  commission  should  also  advise  the  Board  of  Supervisors  that  they  should  take  up 
again  the  issue  of  establishing  a  local  landmark  Civic  Center  Historic  District  so  that  a 
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certificate  of  appropriateness  would  have  to  be  voted  both  by  LPAB  and  CPC  before 
new  construction  or  removal  of  artifacts  could  take  place."  (Ira  Kurlander, 
MiUA-  Anne  Miller,  SFT) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  City  Planning  Commissioners  will  receive  the  Draft 
Suminary  of  Comments  and  Responses,  including  this  comment.  The  EIR 
describes  the  proposed  historic  district  on  EIR  pp.  54  -  58. 

Cwnmcot 

"Civic  Center  Plaza 

"In  Section  VII  (Alternatives),  the  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  is  discussed 
and  the  text  states  on  page  192:  This  alternative  describes  the  five  locations  currendy 
under  consideration  by  the  Arts  Commission  for  relocation  of  the  Pioneer 
Monument  ....  The  Arts  Commission  has  jurisdiction  over  publicly  installed  art  and 
must  approve  a  decision  to  relocate  the  monument,  as  well  as  the  relocation  site.  Civic 
Center  Plaza  is  described  as  a  possible  relocation  site  for  the  monument. 

"Civic  Center  Plaza  and  the  Civic  Center  Garage  are  park  properties  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission.  The  relocation  of  the  Pioneer 
Monument  to  Civic  Center  Plaza,  and  any  modification  or  alteration  of  the  plaza  or  the 
Civic  Center  Garage  to  accommodate  the  monument,  would  also  require  the  review 
and  approval  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission.  This  should  be  noted  in  the 
final  EIR.  (Mary  E.  Bums,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

"Tlic  final  EIR  should  also  state  that  design  guidelines  and  a  conceptual  design  for 
Civic  Center  Plaza  were  adopted  by  the  Recreation  and  Paik  Commission  in  March 
1986  and  October  1987  respectively.  The  Recreation  and  Park  commission  would 
have  to  consider  whether  the  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  Civic  Center 
Plaza  would  be  in  keeping  with  the  adopted  design  guidelines  and  conceptual  design." 
(Mar>'  H  Hums,  Ri'crcatioii  and  Park  Di'panment) 
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Response 

The  following  new  sentence  is  added  following  the  second  sentence  of  the  first 
paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  6: 

The  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  must  approve  relocation  of  the 
Pioneer  Monument  to  Civic  Center  Plaza  and  any  change  to  the  plaza. 

The  following  new  paragraphs  are  added  after  the  first  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  46: 

The  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  must  approve  relocation  of  the 
Pioneer  Monument  to  Civic  Center  Plaza  and  any  modification  or  alteration 
to  the  plaza,  should  the  plaza  be  chosen  as  the  relocation  site. 

The  commission  would  consider,  among  other  factors,  whether  relocation 
of  the  monument  to  Civic  Center  Plaza  would  be  consistent  with  adopted 
design  criteria  for  the  plaza. 

The  following  new  paragraph  is  added  after  the  first  partial  paragraph  on  DEIR 
p.  58: 

In  addition,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  adopted  design  guidelines 
and  a  conceptual  design  for  Civic  Center  Plaza  in  1986  and  1987, 
respectively.  Those  design  criteria  call  for  restoration  of  the  plaza  to  the 
original  1912  design,  which  was  constructed  between  1914  and  1925. 

Comment 

"It  should  be  noted  that  the  area  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  (and  immediately  adjacent 
to  it)  was  set  aside  for  the  Pioneer  Monument  by  action  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in 
May  of  1886.  Another  action  by  the  present  Board  of  Supervisors  rescinding  this  1886 
resolution  would  need  to  be  made  before  the  Pioneer  Monument  could  legally  be 
moved  and  the  land  used  for  other  purposes."  (WincheU  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

There  is  no  legal  requirement  for  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  rescind  resolutions. 
Moreover,  jurisdiction  over  the  location  and  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument 
rests  with  the  Arts  Commission. 
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Comment 

"It  has  come  to  our  attention  that  the  plans  are  far  advanced  for  this  project  which 
represents  a  lot  of  public  monies.  How  has  this  been  allowed  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
tlie  draft  E.I.R.  has  not  even  been  approved?"  (Ramona  Albright.  Twin  Peaks  Council) 

"The  basic  problem  here  is  --  and  I  think  we  all  susjject  it  --  they  are  in  working 
drawings.  Without  an  EIR,  they  are  in  working  drawings,  and  that's  why  they  are 
l^eing  so  rigid."  (Ira  Kurlander,  SFT) 

Response 

The  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  is  clear  that  final  approval(s) 
of  a  project  may  not  occur  until  there  is  a  complete  environmental  document, 
providing  information  to  the  decision  makers.  CEQA  also  intends  that  a  project 
be  far  enough  along  so  that  the  relevant  information  can  be  provided.  For 
example,  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15004  (b)  discusses  the  need  for 
environmental  review  "as  early  as  feasible  in  the  planning  process  to  enable 
environmental  considerations  to  influence  project  program  and  design  and  yet  late 
enough  to  provide  meaningful  information  for  environmental  assessment."  As 
stated  on  EIR  p.  187,  the  decision  makers  "could  approve  an  alternative  instead  of 
the  project  if  the  decision  makers  believed  the  alternative  would  be  more 
appropriate  for  the  sites." 

Public  monies  may  be  spent  on  developing  plans  to  a  level  of  specificity  that 
would  allow  for  meaningful  environmental  analysis  without  running  afoul  of 
CEQA.  Moveover,  the  development  of  plans  does  not  preclude  any  alternatives. 


RELATIONSHIP  OF  THE  PROJECT  TO  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  MASTER  PLAN 

Comment 

"Polit  y  1  [under  Objective  4  of  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Elementl  provides  that 
the  City  "make  better  use  ot  c.xistinp  facilities  '  In  \hc  iliscussion  that  follows  it 
provitlcs  that  frequency  of  maintenance  and  the  extent  of  capital  improvements  should 
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relate  directly  to  intensity  of  use.'  Almost  three-quarters  of  all  library  usage  takes 
place  at  neighborhood  branches  and  not  at  the  Main  at  Civic  Center.  How  does 
allocation  of  bond  monies  for  this  development,  with  its  overbalance  against 
renovation  of  more  neighborhood  libraries,  measure  up  under  the  consideration  of 
Human  Needs  [in  the  Neighborhood  Environment  section]  of  the  Urban  Design 
Element  of  the  Master  Plan? 

The  people  of  San  Francisco  are  the  City's  reason  for  being  and  its  hope  for  the 
future.  Most  residents  live  in  areas  that  can  be  characterized  as  distinct 
neighborhoods,  and  the  quality  of  these  neighborhoods  has  a  strong  effect  upon 
their  personal  outlook.  Neighborhood  quality  is  of  overriding  importance  to  the 
individual,  since  the  most  basic  human  needs  must  be  satisfied  close  to  home. 
The  long-term  future  of  the  City's  entire  physical  environment  may  also  depend 
upon  good  neighborhoods,  because  only  when  they  find  satisfaction  in  their  own 
areas  can  residents  freely  turn  their  attention  to  matters  affecting  the  larger 
community.  [Urban  Design  Element,  p.  1.5.37]"  (Stephen  Pantos) 

"Objective  Four  of  the  Urban  Design  Element  calls  for  the  'improvement  of  the 
neighborhood  environment  to  increase  personal  safety,  comfort,  pride,  and 
opportunity'  and  Policy  Six  reminds  plaimers  to  'emphasize  the  importance  of  local 
centers  providing  commercial  and  government  services.'  Probably  the  most  prominent 
center  of  government  service  in  each  San  Francisco  neighborhood  is  the  branch 
library,  which  is  often  adjacent  to  the  local  recreation  center.  Neighborhood  libraries 
provide  opportunities  for  education,  enlightenment,  and  entertainment  which  are 
within  easy  reach,  available  to  all  ages,  and  safely  accessible  on  foot  or  bicycle.  Most 
neighborhood  branches  (by  design)  have  MUNI  service  and  some  nearby  parking.  The 
plan  under  consideration  calls  for  doubling  the  patronage  at  the  Main,  with  no 
adequate  provision  for  access:  MUNI  lines  near  the  Civic  Center  are  already 
unpleasantly  crowded  much  of  the  day  and  jammed  during  rush  hour;  parking  in  the 
Civic  Center  is  reduced  under  this  plan  for  the  New  Main,  contravening 
Objective  Two,  Policy  Six  of  the  Transportation  Element;  and  convenient,  secure 
bicycle  parking  (Objective  Nine  of  the  Transportation  Element)  has  not  been  provided. 

"The  Commerce  and  Industry  Element  (Objective  Two)  requires  that  the  City 
'maintain  a  sound  fiscal  structure  and  (Policy  Three) ...  a  favorable  social  and  cultural 
climate  ...  in  order  to  enhance  its  attractiveness  as  a  firm  location.'  Yet  library 
planners  disregarded  the  wishes  and  needs  of  the  downtown  business  community  in 
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closing  the  Business  Branch  in  1988.  The  prospect  of  a  bigger  and  better  department 
at  ihc  Mam  evidently  has  not  compensated  the  business  community  for  the 
inconvenience  of  the  Civic  Center  location.  Downgrading  (and/or  closing)  more 
neighborhood  libraries  will  inconvenience  small  businesses  in  every  part  of  the  City  ~ 
contravening  both  cited  clauses  of  the  Commerce  and  Industry  Element."  (Lee  Gertler) 

"Objective  Fifteen  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  directs  planners  to 
'encourage  an  urban  design  pattem  that  will  minimize  travel  requirements  among 
working,  shopping,  recreation,  school,  and  child-care  areas.'  This  seems  to  call,  once 
again,  for  upgrading  all  branch  libraries  (renovation  and  seismic  strengthening  as 
provided  in  the  Library  Bond)  and  improving  their  collections  and  hours  —  making 
each  branch  sufficient  to  stand  alone,  meeting  the  needs  of  good  readers  in  every 
neighborhood.  The  Main  should  serve  the  City  Center  as  a  branch  library  and  should 
also  house  the  San  Francisco  history  collection,  the  City  Archives,  the  public 
documents  collection,  the  rare  book  collection,  and  the  periodical  reading  room. 

"Emphasis  on  neighborhood  library  branches  and  the  expansion  of  their  collections 
also  is  indicated  in  the  Transportation  Element  which  instructs  city  planners  to  give 
priority  to  public  transit  as  a  means  of  meeting  San  Francisco's  transportation  needs, 
particularly  those  of  commuters.  City  library  patrons  need  library  services  near  where 
they  live,  study,  work,  and  shop."  (Lee  Gertler) 

Response 

The  Master  Plan  objectives  and  policies  noted  by  the  commenter  are  included  on 
EIR  pp.  42  -  44.  Branch  and  Main  Libraries  provide  different  opportunities.  As 
the  commenter  notes,  branches  are  conveniendy  located  near  residences.  The 
Main  Library  is  conveniently  located  near  workplaces,  and  is  the  branch  for  the 
Tenderloin  neighborhood.  Parking  may  be  more  available  at  some  branches. 
MUNI  vehicles  arc  typically  not  as  crowded  in  neighborhoods,  but  service  is  not 
a.s  frequent  in  midday  as  it  is  near  the  Main  Library.  In  relation  to  the  comment 
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regarding  jammed  transit  service  during  rush  hour,  as  the  EIR  notes  in  the  last 
paragraph  on  p.  130,  peak  hours  for  library  use  are  spread  throughout  the 
aftemoon  from  1:30  to  5:30,  during  most  of  which  time  transit  service  is  less 
crowded  than  in  the  peak  commute  hours. 

Regarding  use  of  the  Main  Library  versus  branch  libraries,  according  to  library 
staff,  in  fiscal  year  1990  -  1991  the  Main  Library  accounted  for  about  25  percent 
of  systemwide  patronage,  while  the  branches  and  reading  centers  (branches 
offering  reduced  services)  together  accounted  for  about  75  percent  of  systemwide 
patronage.  Of  branch  libraries,  the  Chinatown  branch  accounted  for  the  most, 
13  percent,  of  system  patronage  and  the  Oceanview  reading  center  accounted  for 
the  least,  less  than  0.5  percent.  Thus  the  Main  Library,  itself,  served  the  greatest 
amount  of  system  patronage,  about  25  percent,  nearly  double  that  of  the  busiest 
branch,  Chinatown  with  13  percent./2/  A  Main  Library  and  branch  libraries  are 
not,  in  any  case,  mutually  exclusive. 

Objective  2,  Policy  6  of  the  Transportation  Element  states,  "Provide  incentives 
for  the  use  of  transit,  caipools  and  vanpools,  and  reduce  the  need  for  new  or 
expanded  automobile  and  automobile  parking  facilities."  The  project  would  not 
necessarily  conflict  with  this  policy  by  removing  parking.  Regarding  bicycle 
parking,  the  New  Main  Library  would  include  secure,  indoor  bicycle  parking:  for 
patrons  (22  spaces)  and  employees  (25  spaces)  would  be  provided,  as  well  as 
eight  outdoor  racks  (see  p.  C&R.134). 

The  Master  Plan  contains  numerous  objectives  and  policies  some  of  which  may 
come  into  conflict.  The  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City 
Planning,  iii  making  a  determination  about  project  consistency  with  the  Master 
Plan,  must  balance  conflicting  objectives  and  policies  to  achieve  the  project  that, 
overall,  best  meets  the  goals  of  the  Master  Plan. 

Please  also  see  the  discussion  regarding  Library  Operations  on  pp.  C&R.5  -  8. 
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Comment 

"T]^e  Urban  Design  Element  ot  the  Master  Plan  calls  for  'conservation  of  resources 
winch  provide  .  .  .  continuity  with  the  past  .  .  .  and  (preservation  of]  notable  landmarks 
.uui  ;u-ea.s  of  historical,  architectural,  or  aesthetic  value  .  .  .  .'  This  stipulation  seems  to 
me  a  strong  argument  to  keep  the  Main  Library  a  library  —  with  its  statues, 
entabulature.  inscriptions,  and  murals  intact."  (Lee  Gertler) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  existing  library  building  would  be  retained,  which 
would  respond  to  the  policies  cited  by  the  commenter,  and  reused  as  the  Asian 
Art  Museum  under  the  project  analyzed  in  the  EIR.  Exterior  and  interior  changes 
would  be  made  by  the  museum,  as  noted  on  EIR  pp.  82  -  83.  Please  see  the  fourth 
paragraph  of  the  response  regarding  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of 
City  Planning  determination  of  Master  Plan  consistency,  p.  C&R.35,  above. 

Comment 

"I  am  submitting  the  enclosed  written  comments  concerning  the  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  for  the  San  Francisco  Main  Library  with  the  hope  that  City  Planning 
will  pay  heed  to  its  citywide  objectives  and  policies  statement  which  I  cite  below: 

"'.  .  .  environmental  impacts  of  proposed  developments,  often  previously  ignored,  are 
to  be  carefully  evaluated  before  approval  of  a  development.  The  economic  and  social 
benefits  of  such  developments  are  often  presumed,  and  they  sometimes  are  still 
unstated  and  unanalyzed. 

'"Some  of  the  implications  that  should  be  considered  are  .  .  .  impacts  upon  existing 
City  services  that  may  require  improvements  .   .  .'  Commerce  and  Industry  Element, 
Policy  1.  1.2.3."  (Stephen  Pantos) 
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Response 

As  discussed  on  p.  81  of  the  EIR,  utilities/public  services  were  analyzed  in  the 
Initial  Study,  which  determined  that  the  project  would  have  no  significant  impacts 
on  those  services  (see  EIR  pp.  A.20-A.21 ).  Please  see  the  response  regarding 
City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City  Planning  determination  of 
Master  Plan  consistency,  pp.  C&R.34  -  35,  above. 

Comment 

"I  was  appalled  to  find  that  the  'Community  Facilities'  element  of  the  Master  Plan, 
subheading  'Library  Facilities,'  Objective  No.  6  is  totally  absent  from  this  EIR.  The 
EIR  Principles  No.  1  and  6  must  be  considered  by  this  commission. 

"It  is  incredible  that  this  EIR  draft  does  not  contain  the  Community  Facilities  Element, 
Library  FaciUties.  Objective  6,  in  its  entirety. 

"Following  Objective  6  of  the  Community  Facilities  Element  are  five  integral  and 
basic  Principles  of  the  Library  Facilities  Section  and  their  omission,  particularly 
Principles  One  and  Five,  from  this  EIR  does  little  to  restore  public  confidence  the 
monies  of  the  Public  Library  Facilities  System  Improvement  Bonds  of  1988  wiU  be 
used  to  both  construct  a  new  main  public  library  and  to  reconstruct  branch  libraries 
following  a  development  plan  approved  by  the  Library  Commission. 

"And  I  wOl  read  from  Objective  No.  6.  'Development  of  a  pubUc  library  system  in 
San  Francisco  which  wiU  make  adequate  and  efficient  library  service  freely  available 
to  everyone  within  the  city  and  which  will  be  in  harmony  with  related  public  service 
facilities  and  with  all  other  features  and  facilities  of  land  development  and 
transportation  provided  for  in  other  sections  of  the  Master  Plan. ' 

"Principle  No.  1:  'In  general,  branch  libraries  should  have  a  service  area  range  of  not 
more  than  one  mile  and  should  be  distributed  so  that  aU  sections  of  the  residential 
community  areas  of  the  city  are  within  the  service  range  of  the  public  library-.  The 
spacing  of  branch  libraries  should  be  in  relation  to  present  and  perspective  population 
densities,  characteristics,  physical  barriers,  and  transit  and  trafficway  pattems." 
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"And  Principle  5:  'Public  librarv  buildings  should  be  simple  and  functional  in  design 
;uul  ui  hiumony  with  their  surroundings.  Buildings  should  be  planned  for  the  pleasure 
uul  c(.»iivenience  of  the  public  and  for  economy  and  efficiency  in  operation  and 
maijitenance.' 


"I  will  be  adtlressing  the  library's  lack  of  meeting  Principles  No.  1  and  No.  5  in  a 
written  statement  before  the  committee."  (Stephen  Pantos) 


RCSPQOSC 

The  following  is  added  prior  to  the  heading,  The  Commerce  and  Industry 
Element,  on  p.  42  of  the  DEIR; 

The  Community  Facilities  Element 
LIBRARY  FACILITIES 

TTie  Library  Facilities  Section  of  the  Community  Facilities  Element  is 
intended  to  serve  as  a  guide  to  the  foUowing  objective; 

•       Objective  6,  "development  of  a  public  library  system  in  San  Francisco 

which  will  make  adequate  and  efficient  library  service  freely  available  to 
everyone  within  the  City,  and  which  will  be  in  harmony  with  related  public 
service  facilities  and  with  all  other  features  and  facilities  of  land 
development  and  transportation  provided  for  in  other  sections  of  the  Master 
Plan;" 

Principle  1.  "In  general,  branch  libraries  should  have  a  service  area  range  of 
not  more  than  one  mile,  and  should  be  distributed  so  that  aU  sections  of  the 
residential  community  areas  of  the  City  are  within  the  service  range  of  a 
public  library.  The  spacing  of  branch  libraries  should  vary  in  relation  to 
present  and  prospective  population  densities  and  characteristics,  physical 
barriers,  and  transit  and  traffic  ways  pattems;" 

Principle  2.  "In  general,  the  library  system  should  be  comprised  of  large 
branches  each  serving  a  population  of  25,000  to  50,000.  In  areas  of  low 
population  density  or  areas  prescribed  by  physical  barriers  small  branches 
may  be  developed  to  serve  a  population  of  10,000  to  15,000;" 

Principle     "Branch  libraries  should  be  located  where  a  variety  of 
conimunitv  facilities  attracts  the  residents  of  the  surrounding  area.  Branch 
libraries  should  Ixr  easily  accessible  to  pedestri;ui  routes  iuid  vehicular 
trafficways,  and  should  not  be  more  than  a  level  block  from  a  transit  stop; ' 
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Principle  4,  "Parking  for  motor  vehicles  and  bicycles  should  be  readily 
available  on  or  near  the  sites  of  branch  libraries;"  and 

Principle  5,  "Public  library-  buildings  should  be  simple  and  functional  in 
design  and  in  harmony  with  their  surroundings.  Buildings  should  be 
planned  for  the  pleasures  and  convenience  of  the  public,  and  for  economy 
and  efficiency  in  operation  and  maintenance." 

The  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City  Planning  would  make  a 
determination  about  the  project's  consistency  with  this  objective  of  the  Master 
Plan,  as  is  discussed  in  the  response  on  pp.  C&R.34  -  35.  Please  also  see  the 
same  response,  related  to  the  main  and  branch  libraries  on  pp..C&R.34  -  35. 

Comment 

"It  should  be  noted  that  the  Building  Program  for  the  S.F.  Public  Library  submitted  by 
HEW  Associates,  Inc.,  April  1990,  is  based  upon  a  1990  Strategic  Plan  for  the  S.F. 
Public  Library  which  was  never  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Library  Commission. 

"In  the  Objectives  and  Policies  of  the  S.F.  Master  Plan  it  is  required  that  'all 
commercial  and  industrial  uses  meet  minimum,  reasonable  performance  standards.' 
Without  a  S.F.  Public  Library  Strategic  Plan  setting  performance  standards  that  can  be 
applied  by  City  Planning,  how  shall  it  evaluate  the  new  Main  development?  Clearly, 
the  S.F.  Master  Plan  is  'intended  to  be  an  integrated,  internally  consistent  and 
compatible  statement  of  objectives  and  policies  and  objectives,  and  its  objectives  and 
policies  are  to  be  construed  in  a  manner  which  achieves  that  intent.'  S.F.  Master  Plan, 
Introduction,  p.iv. 

"I  urge  you  to  provide  the  public  with  adequate  information  on  the  City's  Master  Plan 
goals  and  to  require  the  San  Francisco  Library  Commission  publicly  adopt  a  Library 
Master  Plan  in  harmony  with  that  plan."  (Stephen  Pantos) 

Response 

Without  a  specific  reference  to  a  Master  Plan  section  provided  by  the  commenter, 
a  specific  response  to  this  part  of  the  comment  is  not  possible.  In  any  event,  the 
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project  analyzed  in  the  EIR.  consisting  of  the  New  Main  Library,  Asian  Art 
Museum  and  Fuhon  Street  Mall,  is  not  considered  a  "commercial"  or  "industrial" 
use  for  the  purposes  of  the  Master  Plan. 

As  iui  item  of  information,  the  Library  Commission  Planning  Committee  has  been 
hokimg  public  hearings  on  the  proposed  Strategic  Plan  and  is  to  report  to  the  full 
commission  at  the  commission's  March  1992  meeting.  The  Commission  has 
been  working  on  development  of  the  Strategic  Plan  since  early  1990.  A  plan 
could  be  adopted  by  the  end  of  March  1992./3/ 

Please  see  the  response  regarding  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of 
City  Planning  determination  of  Master  Plan  consistency,  pp.  C&R.34  -  35,  above. 

Comment 

"The  Civic  Center  Area  Plan  places  this  public  development  in  an  activity  category 
defined  as  'Entertainment-Culture'  and  specifically  designates  it  as  'library 
recreational,'  because  it  is  intended  to  increase  public  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  Civic 
Center. 

"By  categorizing  it  as  'library  recreational'  the  S.F.  Master  Plan  provides,  under 
Objective  6  of  the  Community  Facilities  Element,  that  this  development  be  in 
'harmony'  with  related  public  service  facilities  'and  with  all  other  feamres  and 
facilities  of  land  development  and  transportation  provided  for  in  other  sections  of  the 
Master  Plan.' 

"No  public  service  facilities  are  as  related  to  this  development  as  the  system's  own 
neighborhood  branch  libraries.  Because  our  neighborhood  libraries  provide  for 
recreational  opportunities  in  an  enclosed  space.  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element 
Objective  4,  and  Policy  One  must  be  considered  by  this  EIR. 
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'"Every  neighborhood  should  be  served  by  adequate  .  .  .  recreational  facilities. 
Neighborhood  .  .  .  recreation  facilities  are  essential;  many  people  are  unable  to  use 
city  wide  facilities  if  they  are  not  located  nearby.  This  is  especially  important  for  the 
very  young  and  for  the  elderly  whose  mobility  is  limited.'  Neighborhoods, 
Objective  4,  San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  p.  1.3.41."  (Stephen  Pantos) 

Response 

The  commenter  refers  to  the  Civic  Center  Area  Plan,  part  of  the  Master  Plan, 
p.  n.4.1:  ENTERTAINMENT  -  CULTURE:  "The  Entertainment-Culture 
category  encompasses  those  amusement,  sport,  convention,  education,  library 
recreational,  artistic,  musical  and  theatrical  activities  which  provide  for  the 
increased  public  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  Civic  Center  area." 

As  can  be  seen  from  the  construction  of  the  sentence,  a  series  of  single  items 
separated  by  commzis,  a  comma  was  inadvertently  omitted  between  "library"  and 
"recreational." 

Comment 

"I  want  to  highlight  a  few  things  about  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  which  the 
proposed  moving  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  is  in  conflict  with.  .  .  .  [0]n  Page  43  of  the 
EIR,  it  says,  'The  Objective  No.  2  [of  the  Urban  Design  Element]  is  conservation  of 
resources  which  provide  a  sense  of  nature,  continuity  with  the  past  and  jfireedom  form 
overcrowding.  Policy  No.  4,  to  preserve  notable  and  marks  and  areas  of  historic, 
architectural,  or  aesthetic  value,  and  to  promote  the  preservation  of  other  buildings  and 
features  that  provide  continuity  with  past  development. ' 

"Conflicts  with  Master  Plan 

"Master  Plan.  The  DEIR  cites  (p.  43)  objective  #2  of  the  Urban  Design  Element  and 
associated  policies  #4,  #6  and  #7,  all  of  which  give  a  clear  guideline  that  the  Pioneer 
Monument  should  not  be  moved.  This  is  also  indicated  in  objective  #2  of  the 
Community  Safety  Element  (cited  on  p.  44).  Moving  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  is  also 
in  conflict  with  the  first  general  goal  of  the  Master  Plan  and  with  Priority  Policy  #7 
[preservation  of  landmarks  and  historic  buildings]  of  that  plan. 
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"I  submit  to  you  that  tlie  proposed  movement  of  the  monument  is  in  conflict.  It  isn't 
just  unresponsive.  It  is  in  conflict  with  those  objectives."  (Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

"Page  44,  last  sentence  [stating  tliat  the  project  would  respond,  in  general,  to  the  noted 
Master  Plan  policies]:  This  doesn't  jibe  with  next  page,  paragraph  2.  Delete 
sentence.  Isn't  this  up  to  the  Commission  to  decide?"  (Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

As  the  commenter  has  noted,  the  EIR  sets  forth  Master  Plan  policies  applicable  to 
the  proposed  project.  As  stated  in  the  last  sentence  of  EIR  p.  44,  the  EER  authors 
found  that  "the  project  would  respond,  in  general,  to  the  .  .  .  noted  Master  Plan 
Objectives  and  Policies."  The  EIR  then  goes  on  to  discuss,  on  p.  45,  several 
potential  inconsistencies  with  the  Master  Plan,  on  EIR  p.  45. 

The  EIR  is  intended  to  be  descriptive  and  allow  the  public  and  decision  makers  to 
make  appropriate  judgments  on  the  basis  of  the  EIR.  The  EIR  itself  does  not 
make  these  judgments.  The  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City 
Planning  must  determine,  on  balance,  how  a  project  responds  to  Master  Plan 
goals  and  policies. 

The  commenter  gives  his  opinion  of  the  project's  responsiveness,  or  lack  of 
responsiveness,  to  these  policies  and  objectives  and  his  opinion  in  support  of 
Alternative  B.l,  Pioneer  Monument,  Retain  in  Place,  described  on  EIR 
pp.  188  -  192  and  herein  on  pp.  C&R.175  -  206.  This  altemative  could  be  adopted 
instead  of  the  project,  as  noted  on  EER  p.  187.  Please  see  also  the  response 
regarding  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City  Planning 
determination  of  Master  Plan  consistency,  pp.  C&R.34  -  35,  above. 

NOTES  -  Project  Description 

IM    Ahcl.  Russell.  Project  Manager.  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  Bureau  of  Architectiire, 
ifk'phonc  convcr.sations,  Januar>'  16  and  24.  1992. 

HI    Bremer.  Cathy,  Assistant  to  the  Chief  for  Facilities  Development.  San  Francisco  Public 
Library,  telephone  conversation.  January  24,  1992. 

/3/    Walsh.  Richard.  Secretary,  Library  Commission,  telephone  conversation.  January  24, 
1992. 


C&R.42 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Resp 


LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 

RELATIONSfflP  OF  THE  PROJECT  TO  THE  CITY  PLANNING  CODE 
Comment 

"Despite  the  assertion  (EIR,  p.  44)  of  the  project  sponsors  that,  'the  Project  would 
respond  in  general  to  the  .  .  .  Master  Plan  Objectives  and  Policies,  the  Project  seems  to 
thwart  the  intent  of  Proposition  M  and  to  be  in  conflict  with  several  of  the  priority 
policies  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  particularly  those  which  address  neighborhood 
services  of  the  government  which  should  be  emphasized."  (Lee  Gertler) 

"I'm  an  attorney  in  San  Francisco.  I'm  also  a  joumalist  and  a  long-time  user  of  the 
library.  I  wanted  to  address  today  a  couple  of  the  inadequacies  of  this  EIR,  and  then  I 
will  submit  some  written  comments  later  on. 

"I  notice  that  this  report,  this  EIR,  is  deficient  and  inadequate  on  its  information  on 
what  are  the  Master  Plan  goals,  and,  second  of  all,  what  the  priority  policies  of  Section 
101.1(b)  of  the  Planning  Code  are.  This  EIR  fails  to  give  the  city's  Master  Plan  goals 
and  how  the  Master  Plan  is  to  be  constmed. 

"|T]his  EIR  fails  in  giving  only  a  summary  of  the  Planning  Code,  Section  101.1(b). 
This  is  totally  inadequate  because  it  precludes  a  fuU  discussion,  a  public  discussion,  of 
Priority  Policy  No.  2. .  . . 

"In  approving  the  development  that  has  been  submitted,  how  wiU  Priority  Policy  Two 
of  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable  Planning  Initiative  (November  6,  1986)  be  served? 
It  reads: 

"'Existing  . . .  neighborhood  character  be  conserved  and  protected  in  order  to  preserve 
the  cultural  and  economic  diversity  of  our  neighborhoods.' 
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"Clearly.  Alternative  D  of  the  Draft  EIR  provides  the  only  project  proposal  which  is 
consistent  both  with  the  Priority  Policies  and  the  spirit  and  intent  of  Proposition  A.  the 
Public  Library  Facilities  System  Improvement  Bond.  1988."  (Stephen  Pantos) 

Response 

The  commenter's  phrase  "neighborhood  services"  is  generic,  not  specific  to  a 
particular  Priority  Policy.  Specific  references  to  neighborhood  in  the  policies 
uiclude  "neighborhood-serving  retail  uses,"  "neighborhood  character,"  and 
"neighborhood  parking."  There  is  no  specific  priority  policy  regarding 
neighborhood  service  of  the  government.  The  EIR  discusses  parking  in  the 
project  area  or  neighborhood  on  pp.  144  -  151,  and  the  project  in  relation  to  the 
vicinity's,  or  neighborhood,  character  is  discussed  in  Urban  Design,  EIR  pp.  87  - 
100.  The  Priority  Policies  of  Proposition  M  are  discussed  and  listed  on  p.  42  of 
the  EIR.  The  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City  Planning,  in 
reviewing  the  encroachment  permit  application  for  the  library  for  conformity  with 
the  Master  Plan,  and  the  Zoning  Administrator,  in  the  Variance  decisions,  will 
make  a  determination  of  the  project's  conformance  with  the  Priority  Policies 
(City  Planning  Code  Section  101.1)  and  will  so  advise  the  Library  and  Arts 
Commissions. 

The  EIR  is  neither  deficient  nor  inadequate  in  its  information  on  Master  Plan 
goals  or  as  to  what  the  Priority  Policies  of  the  Planning  Code  are.  Please  see 
pp.  C&R.34  -35  herein  for  discussion  of  the  relationship  of  the  project  to  the 
Master  Plan.  The  Priority  Policies  are  called  out  on  EIR  p.  42. 

City  Planning  Code  Section  101.1,  Master  Plan  Consistency  and  Implementation, 
subsection  (b)  establishes  the  Priority  Policies,  stating,  "they  shall  be  included  in 
the  preamble  to  the  Master  Plan  and  shall  be  the  basis  upon  which  inconsistencies 
in  the  Master  Plan  are  resolved."  As  with  policies  and  objectives  of  the  Master 
Plan,  however  (see  pp.  C&R.32  -42  herein  for  Master  Plan-related  Comments  and 
Responses),  there  may  be  conflicts  among  the  Priority  Policies  themselves.  For 
example.  Policy  3  to  preserve  and  enhance  the  City's  affordable  housing  could 
conflict  with  Policy  8  protecting  piu^ks  and  open  space.  Similarly  Policies  6  and  7 
related  to  maxunum  earthquake  preparedness  and  safety  and  preserv  ation  of 
historic  buildings  c;ui  Ix*  conflicting. 
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The  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City  Planning  is  responsible  for 
determining  the  project's  consistency  with  the  Master  Plan,  as  discussed  on 
pp.  42  and  45  of  the  EIR.  The  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City 
Planning,  in  making  a  determination  about  project  consistency  with  the  Master 
Pliui,  must  balance  conflicting  objectives  and  policies  to  achieve  the  project  that, 
overall,  best  meets  the  goals  of  the  Master  Plan. 

The  commenter  is  expressing  an  opinion  in  support  of  Alternative  D,  Expansion 
and  Reuse  of  Existing  Library,  which  is  described  on  EIR  pp.  202  -  205.  This 
altemative  could  be  adopted  instead  of  the  project,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  187.  Please 
see  the  response  regarding  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City 
Planning  determination  of  Master  Plan  consistency,  pp.  C&R.34  -  35,  above. 

Comment 

"City  Planning  Code  (Article  10).  Section  1001  could  have  been  written  with  this 
specific  situation  in  mind,  because  the  circumstances  of  this  situation  fit  weU  with  the 
phraseology  so  well.  Everything  else  in  Article  10  relates  to  remedies  for  the 
problems  and  procedures  for  attaining  the  goals  outlined  in  Section  1001.  Since  the 
Marshall  Square  area  is  in  a  designated  historic  area,  it  would  seem  appropriate  for  the 
Planning  Commission  to  require  that  the  provisions  of  Section  1006  (and  subsections 
thereto)  be  followed."  (Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

No  structures  on  the  project  site  are  covered  by  Article  10  of  the  City  Planning 
Code,  which  applies  to  designated  City  Landmarks  and  City  Historic  Districts. 
The  Civic  Center  has  been  proposed  as  a  City  Historic  District  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission.  No  action  has  yet  been  taken  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  Should  the  Board  approve  the  historic  district  designation,  the 
provisions  of  Article  10,  including  the  requirement  that  a  Certificate  of 
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Appropriateness  be  granted  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  and/or  Department 
of  City  Planning  for  construction,  removal,  demolition  or  alteration  of  a  structure, 
would  apply  within  the  district  (Section  1006).  See  revised  Figure  1 1,  EIR  p.  55, 
revised  at  p.     herein,  for  a  map  showing  the  proposed  historic  district. 

ARCJirniCIURAL.  HISTORICAL  AND  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

A.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 

Sue  Hisioij: 
Comment 

"I  think  the  history  of  [the  project  site]  is  virtually  nonexistent.  I  have  researched  only 
San  Francisco  General  Library.  I  haven't  begun  to  touch  on  Bancroft  [Library]  or 
CHS  [California  Historical  Society].  I  think  that,  for  example,  the  overlay  that  I  have 
had  there  showing  the  original  site  and  what  is  there  now  should  be  included.  It  gives 
a  stronger  sense  of  the  history  of  the  area. 

"These  few  abbreviated  materials  [pp.  C&R.50  -  56]  are  submitted  to  demonstrate  a 
serious  omission  in  the  Environmental  Setting  and  Impacts  section  of  the  Draft  EIR. 

"Significantly  more  important  than  the  site's  short-lived  histories  of  both  park  and 
cemetery  is  its  history  as  the  SAND  LOTS  whose  heart  is  still  today  marked  by  the 
Pioneer  Monument  which,  if  removed,  will  eradicate  the  last  in  situ  visible  evidence  of 
an  important  40-year  era  of  San  Francisco  history. 

"Nowhere  are  the  sand  lots  even  mentioned  let  alone  accorded  some  discussion  of  their 
contribution  to  the  history  of  labor  and  the  more  widely  observed  (then  and  now) 
reputation  of  San  Francisco  as  a  place  of  protest  and  demonstrations  where  the 
malcontents,  the  missionaries  and  the  self-declared  messiahs  were,  and  are.  allowed  to 
publicize  their  agendas  without  the  inconvenience  of  having  to  hire  a  hall. 
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"Sand  lot  activities  fostered  most  of  the  unsavory  side  of  the  city's  image  at  statewide, 
national  and  intemational  levels.  And  doubtless  there  are  many  San  Franciscans  who 
along  with  virtually  all  outsiders  do  not  comprehend  that  these  activities  are  a  tradition 
of  longstanding  rather  than  another  irritating  current  event. 

"The  following  quote  is  less  than  2%  of  a  lengthy  editorial  on  California's  1879  'sand 
lot  constitution',  as  it  was  known,  which  appeared  in  the  London  Times  of  23  May 
1879: 

There  is  a  piece  of  worthless  ground  at  San  Francisco  which  is  called  'the  Sand 
Lot, '  where  the  men  who  worked  as  little  as  possible  met  to  hear  Mr.  KEARNEY 
descant  upon  the  inequity  that  they  should  work  at  all. 

"Site  History  ~  If  one  refers  to  the  site's  history  and  includes  its  usage  as  a  short-lived 
cemetery  and  park,  then,  by  any  standard,  its  far  more  important  usage  as  a  rally  site 
for  protests  and  other  public  gatherings  must  be  included.  In  the  1870's  and  80's  it 
was  known  locally  as  the  Sand  Lots,  the  ill-fame  (to  most  who  opposed  its  activities) 
of  which  was  equally  well-known  throughout  the  state,  the  rest  of  the  nation  and  even 
in  Europe.  Few  places  were  held  in  greater  contempt  &  fear.  The  notoriety  arose  from 
the  political  and  labor  union  activity  (they  were  inseparable)  which  originated  here. 
The  constitution  of  California  of  1879  (under  which  the  state  still  operates)  was 
originally  caUed  the  sand  lot  constitution  because  its  radical  provisions  (at  that  time) 
were  promulgated  by  a  curious  mixture  of  state-wide  political  blocs,  the  strongest  of 
which  met  regularly  on  the  site  of  what  was  later  to  become,  the  site  of  the  pioneer 
monument. 

"No  labor  history  of  California  would  be  considered  reliable  were  it  to  ignore  the 
activities  of  the  sand  lotters.  Locally  considered  radicals  at  the  least,  and  more  often 
socialists  or  communists  beyond  the  area,  the  sand  lotters  were  later  recognized  as 
progressives  a  generation  or  two  ahead  of  the  rest  of  the  coxmtry.  (The  view  would,  of 
course,  exempt  the  rantings  of  the  demagogues,  although  even  some  of  what  they 
advocated  was  widely  shared  across  the  country.) 
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"Henry  George,  the  single-tax  theorist  of  international  fame,  lived  in  San  Francisco  for 
many  years  and  was  among  their  defenders,  for  the  most  part.  His  best-seller, 
"Progress  and  Poverty'  created  a  sensation  in  the  western  world;  it  was  written  in  San 
Friincisco  about  the  time  the  sand  lot  activity  peaked.  In  August  1880,  George  wrote  a 
20  page  article  for  the  national  monthly.  Popular  Science,  in  which  he  tried  to  assure 
the  nation  and  the  world  that  there  need  be  no  fear  of  the  sand  lot  activity.  (In  this 
luiicle  which  is  available  in  the  public  library,  he  gives  a  fascinating  account  of  the 
sociology  of  early  San  Francisco.  He  also  explains  that,  and  why,  San  Francisco  was 
even  then  already  called  'The  City'.) 

"George's  theories  of  the  sand  letters  were  generally  concurred  with  and  expanded 
upon  by  John  Young  in  his  1912  rwo-volume  'History  of  San  Francisco'.  At  the  time 
of  his  death  about  1921,  Young  had  been  managing  editor  of  the  SF  Chronicle  for 
40  years  and  had  wimessed  first-hand  also  both  the  sand  lot  activity  and  the  bitter 
competitiveness  of  the  local  newspaf)ers  ever  eager  to  print  whatever  would  sell  papers. 

"Indexes  from  the  NY  Times  reveal  the  national  interest  in  the  sand  lots;  entry  after 
entry  occurs.  References  have  also  been  found  to  coverage  in  the  London  Times  and  a 
French  publication  'Revue  des  Deux  Mondes'. 

"There  are  many,  many  other  sources  and  references,  particularly  published  books. 
Even  the  Sanborn  maps  of  1886  note  that  City  Hall  Avenue,  at  whose  center  the 
Pioneer  Monument  was  to  be  later  erected,  was  called  the  Sand  Lots. 

"In  January  of  1886,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  reacting  to  the  unsavory  reputation  of 
the  site,  did  pass  an  ordinance  banning  public  sp)eeches  in  specifically  mentioned  City 
Hall  Avenue.  Two  newspapers  supported  the  legislation  and  two  were  against  it  as 
was  labor  which  complained  that  its  members  could  not  afford  to  hire  halls.  But  most 
importantly,  it  became  a  matter  of  attempting  to  suppress  free-speech  and  failed  to 
pass  on  a  second  reading.  Thus  the  rank  and  file  citizens  of  San  Francisco,  long  before 
the  students  at  Berkeley,  were  the  first  group  to  defend  free  speech,  even  unpopular 
speech,  in  the  Bay  Area. 


C&R.48 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"In  June  of  the  same  year  1886,  the  Board  designated  the  center  of  the  City  Hall 
Avenue,  i.e.,  the  sand  lots,  as  the  site  of  the  future  Pioneer  Monument  although  it  was 
to  be  another  eight  years  before  the  monument  was  in  place.  The  site  dedication  did 
not  stop  the  speech  for  one  lively  account  of  a  September  Sunday  afternoon  which 
appeared  in  the  Alta  Califomia  gives  witness  where  San  Franciscans  went  for  their 
free  entertainment. 

"I  will  be  happy  to  provide  further  references  on  historical  sand  lot  activities."  (Ed 
Michael) 

Response 

Section  ni.B.  Environmental  Setting,  Architectural,  Historic  and  Cultural 
Resources  of  the  EIR  describes  the  setting  of  the  project  site  and  vicinity,  as 
background  against  which  the  potential  effects  of  the  proposed  project  may  be 
identified.  The  EIR  text  in  that  section  discusses  documented  and  potential 
prehistoric  and  historic  activities  within  the  site  and  vicinity,  in  order  to  identify 
resources  potentially  impacted  by  the  proposed  action  (EIR  pp.  66-68).  Section 
15125  of  CEQA  Guidelines  states  the  following  regarding  the  content  and  context 
of  the  Environmental  Setting,  "(a)n  EIR  must  include  a  description  of  the 
environment  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project,  as  it  exists  before  the  commencement 
of  the  project ....  The  description  shall  be  no  longer  than  is  necessary  to  an 
understanding  of  the  significant  effects  of  the  proposed  project  and  its 
altematives."  Mitigation  measures  proposed  £is  part  of  the  project  include 
retention  of  an  historical  archaeologist  at  the  project  site  during  site  excavation 
(see  EIR  Section  V.,  Mitigation  Measures,  pp.  179-180).  If  any  resources  related 
to  the  "sand  lot"  uses  of  the  site  were  uncovered  as  part  of  this  mitigation  activity, 
they  would  be  assessed  and,  if  deemed  significant,  retrieved  and/or  preserved. 
The  Pioneer  Monument  was  not  erected  to  mark  the  site  of  Sand  Lot  activities.  It 
is,  however,  the  last  marker,  from  the  same  historic  period,  of  the  spot  where  they 
occurred. 

(Response  to  Comments  text  continued  on  p.  C&R.57} 
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C&R.51 


Workmgman's  Parry' 


Dr«*vir>g«  of  »and  tot  meeting.  Note  three  different  tpeaker*  »tiown  and 
variety  of  actlvltiea  occurring.  One  source  taya  as  many  as  10  to  20 
thousand  might  attend  these  meetings. 
(Submitted  by  Ed  Michael) 


I  . 


The  sand-lot  meetings,  held  in  front  of 
San  Francisco's  city  hall  and  attended  by  f 
raucous  crowds  and  soapbox  speakers,  {, 
offered  a  carnival-like  atmosphere. 
The  Wasp  critically  depicted  these  r 
expressions  of  working-class  camaraderie.  \ 
lVasp,]\i\Y  24,  1880.  Bancroft  Library 
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Two  page*  of  a  20  page  article  on  the  sand  lot  activity  and  iU  origins  &  results.  Henry  George  wrote  this  article  shortly  after  finishing  his  still- 
regarded-as-a-dassic  "Progress  and  Poverty"  while  living  south  of  Marlcet  in  the  woritingman's  neighborhood  of  the  time.  The  book  skyrocketed 
him  to  international  fame.  Complete  article  gives  a  fascinating  account  of  San  Francisco's  early  sociology  and  is  available  in  the  SF  Library. 
(Submitted  by  Ed  Michael) 
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NEW  YORK  TIMES 
STORIES  OR  EDITORIALS 
ON  SAND  LOT  ACTIVITIES  OR  PERSONALITIES 


V 


ettntej,  DenI*. 

Bklc\a>or«Sp*ecti:  Tbr  Milne  rit>ctiaiLS«pt.  13—1 

Botioa  Common  Speecii  Aoe.  10—2 

Sotun  PUoi  $  V\»w  of  Ao|L  18—5 

BostcD  Trtp;  T:5irs'fCorT»«D03derce  Ant.  25—1 

BrootlTD  &p«eeb  -   S<pL     8— T 

BotleftVlsitto  Aog.  2,  (13,)  3—5- 

BaUer  SoDported  br  In  Order  to  lo* 

•nre  tU  De(«At  KoT.  11—1- 

C»11fornlft  Kftdooftl  GreeobMk-Lftbor 

Buir  CommltM  £<p3disle<  Sept.  15—10- 

ChlcAfo  Sp*eoh  Aoe.  21-5- 

Eut.  Speech  T.'-.rMienln?  to  Oome....jQ)r  11 — 3- 
P»m»ly  Conuections  ;  Viiit  to  in  Bot-  .-yN 

ton,  MuK  July  25.  2*^-1 

Fftnoeil  HaIi  Speech    end  Resotn. 

tlon«  AO?.  «.  (1-5).  7—5- 

lod.enepol  >  SD*e:h...^  <oc.  19—5 

Jerwey  Citj-  Sowth   Sept.  4 — 8 

Keroer'a  Spewb  on  at  Pbllkdelotalk  Jul*  15— A 

Kewtrk  Bp*ech  Sepu  3 — 5 

Kew-Tork  City  Speech  Sept.  7—2 

KoventA  Ca.'t  Employee  B«podiftte.SepL     5 — 2- 

Pblledelphle  8pe«h  Aa».    31— 1 

Phrenoloricel  DfTelopaient  S«p^  11—2 

President  Heyei  Called  on  Ang  29—1 

Unlird  Sui^i  Depertmooti  Vlilted  by..\ai.  30—5- 

'WuBinctoo  Speech  Auft.  SO — 5 

Toaita  of  Ao».  12— 3V 
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A  partial  listing  lor  a  short  psriod  of  Hvn  Yoric  Times  references  to  sand  lot 
activity  &  personalities.  Regretably,  indexes  for  San  Francisco  newspapers 
not  available.  (Submitted  by  Ed  Michael) 
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Reprint  from  the 
ALTA  CALIFORNIA 
Monday.   27  Sep  1886 
p. 5.  c. 5 


.     THE  SlUD-LOTS  ON  SUNDIT. 


liriasiaK 


■  •  la 


Deliver  kM» 


Th»  corstr  rj  tiitth  »',d  Utrkrt 

•M  doiiot  U)i  pkJmlac  dtjt  of  Lb*  Utt  nlba-Ut 
ol  if  0.  A.  U.  Oa  oo*  ooraar  IMU  ei/aiu  *w 
ta  faU  blMt,  «lLh  boUi  Imu  -trrovd*!.  On  u- 
otter.  iht  BASUef  OMtftfaorf  ww  batA«  to««bt 

Dr.  C.  C.'OTViqull  ww  boUlLsf  toflb  U>  i  emrd 
a<  MTtrtl  bBodrad,  wtU*  )am  abOT*  bin,  tonnfa 
ikaCiij  Ball,  «s  liiMrani  | — rarhar  ma  holdXaf 
(wtb  u>  a  crowd  (roa  tka  tat,  "  Aad  Jaaw 
tooM  down  as  Lba  rtlf  aad  wapt,"  Tha  HaJT»- 
Uoc  Arm»  mAniLad  op  aod  don,  arlU  fln*C, 
troiBc»'»  piajLDi,  asd  dj-n oi»  and  07 m b»la  t>aacln<, 
Mid  aJk«%Ui«r  tta  »»oaraJ  UnU  ntrmhU  •»  da- 
aidrdlf  litaly.  1  ram  erf  Y»nfll  (otA^  on  U- 
^a  or  iba  lot  addad  lo  Lba  Aa  air  of  «d- 

•a*a.  Oafatf  irtLk  daao  maUAohoIr,  oioa^ad  tb* 
Qro«>  a(  aasT.  wbo  bvtvaM  Lb«r  laMb  bnara^y 
rraaoad  oot,  "  O,  wbara  U  Qatila  Kavnaf  f  TW 
•aaJiad  patria(,  bmTar.  (kd  Bo(  pet  1a  u  appaw- 
aaok.  aad  Ma  dlaaopolotad  foJIovara  Uc  Lbatr 
ptpn  aod  look  aaau  oa  iba  Clly  BmU 
•o^  Dt.  O  DocoaU  Uaecbad  anatbama 
a««lMI  avrT-Tbodf  bat  blmaalC,  bat  lullM 
ibai  Iba  qolat  Laaobar  ot  Pawta  oa  Cartb.  Ubd 
<jood  Wul  10  Maa,"  «bo  vaa  oocnprLBC  M, 
aaoTo  blm  vaa  dravioroA  blj  eTt>v<  ba  budl-' 
rappad  bin  bj  aaolJCf  aararaj  o(  bla  antwwrlai 
aaosf  Lba  praaabar'a  vowd  wto  dlacrlbaud 
■opiaa  of  a  plotorlaJ  papaa.  Tbia  nnrra,  boawrw, 
Ullad  lobaTaLtadaalrad  aSaet,  tor  aftar  Lx>kla« 
a<  Iba  f^mn  and  raK^Uif  (ha  la^ioa  oa  tb«  Mni-  . 
aaa  war  badfa^  "DlhU  Romaal  a  na 
pau\"  span  Lba  U<i  t  riaai  ot  tba  Doocor'a 
tbay  laroa^  aroud  aad  tlatanad  ^aia  I 
wuilci  u>  flaa  from  Itia  wrmlb  ts  in»a  W 
Iba  faara  Iba  aarLbqoaka  pradlatad  to  ba  4aa  mt 
1  r  ■■  ow  Wadnaadaf  oazt  InflaMiiwI  Lbas  oa  mai 
U  la  bA/d  to  lalU  bol  (ba  I>oa*B  ww  fwrnac 
boaraa  abd  ba  wru<  In  acnna  aaw  anmBUloa  la 
ba  way  of  tpaakara  U  Iba  abapa  ot  arraraJ  o«lla« 
loelte,  wbo  ara  fti  ba  farara  fatrlota,  aad  will 
walk  U  Lba  way  o^  t>r.  O'DoaulL  If  Lba  vorUr 
^-•r^x^  U  10  ba  ballmd.  ba  ariU  ba  fiiiaiaw 
a/iar  hovaaibar  k&d,  aad  Lbsi  1^  CblttMa  aiMk 
ff^    rbaaa  vte  will  aot  ft)  ara  to  ba  baac. 

BlUUa  ara  lo  ba  aUUaad  bf  aa(w]La«  U>aa  ta 
Iba.frocuar  to  Ifbl  kpact>aa,  omd  mrf  raaaai 
•WW  baMiai  oAoa  M  ta  ba  klakad  oai.  TW 
■  rUaaiaa  wUJ  ba  bna  trnd  frwi  wlU  ka  d'  IW 
mail,  Iba  »^paac  ] 


In  January    1886.  the  Board  of  Supervisors  pass- 
ed an  ordinance  banning  speeches  in  the  sandlots, 
specifically  City  Hall  Avenue.     The  sponsor  noted 
that  " .  .  .  it  was  time  for  the  sandlots  as  one  of  the 
historical  institutions  of  the  city  (to)  he  wiped  out. 
(This  has)  lasted  sufficiently  long  to  bring  disgrace 
upon  the  city  in  every  part  of  the  United  States.  " 
Toleration  of  these  activies  any  longer  would  "... 
be  no  kindness  to  the  laboring  classes."    The  ord- 
inance failed  to  pass  on  second  reading  because  of 
the  uproar  of  freedom  of  (even  unpopular)  speech. 
Five  months  later  the  Board  passed  an  ordinance  set- 
ting aside  the  center  strip  of  the  Avenue,  the  heart 
of  the  sand  lots,  as  the  future  site  of  the  Pioneer  n 
Monument. 

The  reprint  to  the  left    appeared     in  September 
of  that  year.     The  following  attempts  to  establish 
some  context  for  it: 

Early  in  1886,  the  G.A.R  (US  Civil  War  Veterans) 
held  a  widely  attended  'encampment',  in  the  city. 
Many  activities  were  held  at  the  Mechanics  Institute 
nearby,  today  the  site  of  the  Civic  Auditorium. 
The  Battle  of  Gettysburg  was  a  360°  panoramic 
painting  housed  in  a  circular  building  on  the  site  of 
the  present  day  Orpheum.    A  popular  form  of  enter- 
tainment at  the  time,  panoramas  generally  featured 
great  historical  events.     There  were  others  in  the  city. 

O'Donnell  was  the  City  Coroner,  a  political  hack, 
a  rival  of  Denis  Kearney  and  like  him,  a  demogogue . 
The  author  seems  to  be  writing  somewhat  tongue-in- 
cheek  about  Kearney's  failure  to  appear  for  he 
seems  to  have  given  up  his  political  harangues  — 
the  most  famous  of  which  occurred  on  the  sand  lots  — 
some  years  before.    1  think  what  the  reporter  is 
saying  is  that  while  one  could  depend  on  a  good 
show  when  Kearney  &  O'Donnel  thundered  torand 
about  each  other,  the  quality  of  entertainment  had 
diminished  with  O'Donnell  alone.     The  reporter  ob- 
serves that  even  an  itinerant  preacher  threatening 
impending  doom  in  the  form  of  an  earthquake  only 
three  days  hence  could  draw  a  larger  crowd  than 
the  veteran  rabble-rouser  O'Donnell  whose  followers 
of  the  day  are  described  as  callow  youths. 

But  the  point  to  be  noted  is  the  variety  of  act- 
ivity that  occurred  on  the  site  on  a  Sunday  after- 
noon --  truly  the  place  to  be  for  a  little  action. 

In  a  conversation  earlier  this  year  with  Mr.  Sam 
Kermoian,  he  related  that  as  late  as  the  years  just 
before  World  War  II  he.        a  young  boy,  frequently 
saw  speakers  still  attempting  to  attract  a  crowd  at 
the  base  of  the  monument . 


Edward  N.  Michael 
December  1991 


R*p<inl  ol  an  1M0  n«wspap«r  scoounl  ot  typical  sand  lot  actlvtty. 
(SubmHtwJ  by  Ed  yk^al) 


C  &  R  56 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Respon: 

The  following  is  added  as  a  new  last  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  67: 

The  proposed  New  Main  Library  site  is  located  where  so-called  Sand  Lot 
activities  occurred  between  the  1870s  and  about  1886.  The  Sand  Lot  was 
an  informal  meeting  place  for  public  "soapbox"  speakers  and  their 
audiences.  Sand  Lot  activities  included,  for  example,  the  1877  speeches  by 
Denis  Kearney,  the  founder  of  the  California  Workingman's  Party, 
representing  a  platform  for  an  eight-hour  work  day,  pay  equity  between 
men  and  women  for  equal  work,  free  public  education,  and  the  elimination 
of  Chinese  labor.  The  Workingman's  Party  won  victories  at  both  the  city 
and  state  levels  in  1879,  but  had  split  and  disintegrated  by  1881.  In 
January  1886  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  initiated  an  ordinance 
banning  speeches  in  the  sand  lots,  specifically  what  was  then  City  Hall 
Avenue  (shown  as  Marshall  Square,  its  later  name,  in  Figure  14,  p.  63). 
The  ordinance  failed  to  pass  because  of  public  opinion  supporting  freedom 
of  speech.  Five  months  after  the  failure  of  the  first  ordinance  proposed,  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  passed  an  ordinance  setting  aside  the  center  strip  of 
City  Hall  Avenue,  the  main  activity  area  of  the  sand  lots,  as  the  site  for  the 
Pioneer  Monument  (the  current  site  of  the  Monument). /9/ 


The  following  is  added  as  a  new  footnote  to  EIR  Section  m.B.,  immediately 
following  the  last  footoote  on  p.  68: 

191     Labor  Archives  Research  Center,  "San  Francisco  Labor  History  Tour 
Map  and  Guide;"  and  Alta  California,  September  27,  1886,  p.  5. 


Also  see  the  comment  regarding  Board  of  Supervisors  action  regarding  the 
Pioneer  Monument,  under  Project  Approval  Requirements,  p.  C&R.31.) 


Comment 


"p.  54.     .  .  San  Francisco's  first  major  opera  house  .  . .  .'  I  think  what  is  intended  to 
convey  here  is  that  it  was  the  city's  first  major  opera  house  after  the  earthquake  or 
fire.  By  most  any  standard  prior  to  1906  San  Francisco  had  facilities  for  presentation 
of  opera  which  attracted  the  best  performers.  A  major  house  (the  GRAND)  on 
Mission  near  St.  Patrick's  had  surprisingly  extensive  stage  facilities  (as  is  home  out  in 
the  1905  Sanboms).  Caruso  sang  there  the  eve  of  the  earthquake."  (Ed  Michael) 


C&R.57 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Resp 


Response 

The  last  sentence  on  DEIR  p  54  continuing  onto  p.  56  is  revised  to  read  as 
follows  (new  language  is  underlined); 

The  New  Library  block  w^as  intended  under  the  1912  plan  to  be  the  location 
of  San  Francisco's  first  post- 1906  earthquake  opera  house,  but  the  Civic 
Center  was  expanded.  .  .  . 

Comment 

"p.  57.  1st  paragraph.  Bernard  Cahill's  Civic  Center  Plan  became  the  basis  of  the 
1912  plan.  Not  so;  see  anached  [pp.  C&R.59  -  60].  In  1899  Cahill  put  forth  his  plan 
which  linked  the  old  City  Hall  with  the  relatively  new  Hibemia  Bank  and  Post  Office 
at  7th  and  Mission.  There  is  no  relationship  between  his  plan  and  the  1912  plan.  The 
only  publicly  owned  anifact  in  Cahill's  plan  which  remains  in  the  Civic  Center  today 
is  The  Pioneer  Monument.  The  EIR  statement  appears  to  have  been  taken  from  the 
otherwise  excellent  'The  Guide  to  Architecture  in  San  Francisco  and  Northern 
California.'"  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

It  was  not  Cahill's  1899  plan,  but  his  revised  1909  plan  (based  on  his  1904  plan 
prepared  at  the  request  of  the  Society  for  the  Improvement  and  Adornment  of 
San  Francisco)  that  was  noted  as  the  basis  for  the  1912  Civic  Center  Plan,  as 
stated  in  "National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  Inventory-Nomination  Form  for 
Civic  Center  Historic  District."  December  1974. 

Coninicnt 

"(p.  64  ]  2nd  paragraph.  'The  monument  is  located  in  the  center  .  .       The  statement 
is,  of  course,  correct,  however.  1  offer  the  following  because  confusion  frequently 
results  dependent  upon  which  map  one  has  been  viewing.  Originally  the  200-foot 
opening  between  Market  and  the  City  Hall  was  called  City  Hall  Avenue.  The  street 
parallel  to  Market  m  f  ront  of  City  HaJl  was  called  Park  Avenue.  Shortly  after  the 
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C  &  R.  59 


C  &  R  60 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Resp 


monument  was  installed  the  name  of  the  Square  was  officially  changed  to  Marshall 
Square  and  Park  Avenue  was  changed  to  City  Hall  Avenue.  Probably  not  more  than  an 
eighth  of  what  is  sometimes  called  Marshall  Square  today  was  Marshall  Square  before 
the  1912  plan  resulted  in  the  new  street  pattem  (as  we  know  it)."  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted. 
Comment 

"p.  66.  A  clarification.  It's  inconsistent  to  refer  to  the  gradual  growth  of  the  village  of 
Yerba  Buena  'particularly  during  the  first  few  years  of  American  control  (after 
1846)'.  True  and  impossible  for  Yerba  Buena  became  San  Francisco  in  January 
1847."  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  second  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  66  is  revised  to  read  as 
follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

However,  the  gradual  growth  of  the  village  of  Yerba  Buena  (which  was 
named  San  Francisco  in  1847).  particularly  during  the  first  few  years  of 
American  control  (after  1846)  could  have  led  to  some  activity,  although  not 
likely  permanent,  in  the  project  vicinity. 

Comment 

"p.  67.  3rd  paragraph.  The  statement  that  the  City  Hall  was  reduced  to  rubble  is  a 
little  strong.  The  tower  (which  held  no  offices)  was  essentially  stripped  of  its  masonry 
and  significant  damage  was  indeed  widespread.  Nevertheless,  rebuilding  and  repair 
was  considered  but  not  undertaken  because  of  uncertainty  over  whether  or  not  the 
building  would  be  safe.  (The  4th  paragraph  does  note  that  part  of  it  was  retained  for 
use  (probably  until  the  library  was  built).) 

"4th  paragraph  implies  that  in  the  aftermath  city  offices  were  located  downtown. 
Hardly  ~  there  was  no  downtown.  Offices  were  scattered  and  finally  brought  together 
about  1911  when  the  Whitcomb  estate  completed  a  structure,  now  known  as  the 

C&R.61 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Ramada  Inn  [San  Franciscan  Hotel],  which  was  designed  to  serve  as  a  temporary  City 
Hall  until  the  Cit>'  erected  its  own  building.  It  was  designed  for  easy  conversion  to  a 
hotel."  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  last  sentence  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  p.  67  of  the  DEIR  is  revised  to 
read  as  follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

Designed  with  massive  foundations  to  resist  earthquakes.  City  Hall  was 
none  the  less  badly  damaged  in  the  1906  earthquake  and  eventually 
demolished,  although  the  Hall  of  Records  survived  and  continued  in  use  for 
several  years. 

The  first  sentence  of  the  third  full  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  67  is  revised  to  read  as 
follows  (new  text  is  underlined: 

In  the  aftermath  of  the  earthquake,  Ciry  departments  were  housed  in  leased 
offices,  while  confusion  reigned  with  regard  to  rebuilding  City  Hall;  City 
offices  were  consolidated  in  191 1  in  what  later  became  the  San  Franciscan 
Hotel,  now  the  Ramada  Inn. 

Comment 

"p.  85.  last  paragraph  '  .  .  San  Francisco's  first  official  cemetery  .  .  .  .'  I  think  this 
phrase  causes  one  to  overlook  the  fact  that  the  cemetery  at  the  Mission  (still  in  place) 
was  begun  about  60  years  before  this  one.  This  was  unquestionably  SF's  first,  and  I 
believe  only,  municipally  owned  cemetery."  (Commenter's  emphasis  retained)  (Ed 
Michael) 

Response 

The  second  sentence  of  the  last  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  85  is  revised  to  read  as 
follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

The  project  site  was  the  location  of  Verba  Buena  Cemetery,  San 
Francisco's  first  inuiuyipaily  owiieJ  cemetery. 


C&R.62 


Summar>"  of  Comments  and  Responses 

Historic  Districts 

Comment 

"Figure  11.  the  map  of  .Aj-chitectural  resources  m  the  project  vicinirv-.  has  a  nimiber  of 
mistakes  which  should  be  corrected.  A  Draft  Map  showing  suggested  corrections  is 
enclosed . ' '  fV'incent  Marsh,  LP AB ; 

Response 

Please  see  Figure  11  frevisedj,  with  the  commenter's  corrections  included, 
p.  C&R.64,  herein.  It  replaces  Figure  11  of  the  DEIR,  on  EIR  p.  55. 

Comment 

"In  Chapter  m..  Environmental  Setting:  .Architectural  and  Historic  Resources 
(pp.  52-67j  the  following  additions  and  corrections  are  recommended; 

"Page  54,  regarding  Architectural  Sur.-eys,  after  first  paragi^h,  add  new  paragraph: 

"The  project  site  is  also  part  of  the  Civic  Center  Historic  District,  which  is  proposed 
for  local  designation  under  Article  10  of  the  Planning  Code,  is  a  National  Historic 
Landmark,  and  is  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  Each  of  these 
three  Listings  carries  its  o^ti  detailed  architectural/historical  sun-'ey,  and  the 
boundaries  are  slightly  different  (see  Fig.  11;. 

"Page  54,  'Civic  Center  and  Historic  Districts,  first  paragraph,  line  5: 

".  .  .  parcel  of  the  fJitftt  five  large  parcels  .  .  . 

"Page  54,  before  last  paragraph,  add  tv.  o  new  paragraphs: 

"The  Civic  Center  District  was  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  on 
October  10,  1978.  More  recently  on  Februars'  27.  1987,  it  was  declared  a  National 
Historic  Landmark.  The  three  districts  have  shghtly  different  boundaries  (see 
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in  the  Project  Vicinity 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Figure  11).  The  National  Register  listing  has  no  enforcement  powers  except  that,  in 
the  case  of  a  federal  'undertaking,'  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation 
Act  must  be  compiled  with  during  environmental  review.  The  National  Historic 
Landmark  designation  carries  much  more  prestige  but  has  no  local  power. 
Section  110(f)  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  requires  that  any  federal 
undertaking  must  do  whatever  is  necessary  to  minimize  harm  to  a  National  Historic 
Landmark. 

"The  San  Francisco  Civic  Center  Historic  (local,  National  Register,  or  National 
Historic  Landmark)  focuses  on  the  public  buildings  constmcted  1910-1940  in  the 
Beaux  Arts  style  according  to  the  City  Beautiful  Movement's  ideals.  Significant 
unifying  elements  in  Civic  Center  Plaza  design  include  the  overall  layout  and  grid,  the 
grey  granite  color  of  the  buildings,  their  Beaux  Arts  styling,  and  the  composition  of 
their  facades.  Every  one  of  the  historic  buildings  facing  Civic  Center  Plaza  has  a  high 
rusticated  base  with  very  tall  entry  openings.  On  the  level  above  this  base  is  a  group 
of  giant  order  (or  two-story  tall)  columns  with  recessed  windows  between  them.  Each 
building  has  an  attic  story.  Deep  shadows  define  the  windows. 

"Page  57,  third  paragraph:  lines  five  and  six  should  read: 

"The  San  Francisco  Civic  Center  was  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places, 
October  10,  1978,  and  as  a  National  Historic  Landmark  on  February  27,  1987 
respectively."  (Vincent  Marsh,  LPAB) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  The  second  sentence  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on 
DEIR  p.  54  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

The  New  Library  block  is  the  lone  remaining  largely  undeveloped  parcel  of 
the  five  large  parcels  with  prominent  public  buildings  that  front  directly  on 
Civic  Center  Plaza. 


C&R.65 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


On  DEIR  p.  57,  in  the  second  full  piu-agraph  continuing  onto  p.  58.  line  5.  a 
paragraph  break  is  added  before  the  discussion  of  the  National  Historic  Districts, 
(before  the  third  sentence  begmning.  The  Civic  Center  is  designated  as  both  a 
National  Historic  .  .  ."). 

Then,  on  DEIR  p.  57,  ui  the  newly  created  third  full  paragraph  continuing  on 
p.  58.  a  new  second  sentence  is  added  as  follows  (after  the  sentence  ending, 
"...  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places"): 

(The  fomier  designation  occurred  on  February  27,  1987;  the  latter, 
October  10,  1978.) 

Conmient 

"Page  56,  paragraph  3,  fu"st  sentence,  correction: 

"Each  of  the  nine  buildings  above  is  d<i)M\l(iMW&  identified  as  contributory  to  the 
proposed  Civic  Center  Historic  District;  all  but  the  Steam  Plant  are  identified  as 
coniriljuujrs  in  the  National  Register  District  and  the  National  Historic  Landmark 
District.  Other  .  .  . 

"Generally  in  this  section:  A  careful  distinction  should  be  made  in  terminology 
between  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  District  and  the  National  Historic 
Landmark  District.  Buildings  in  these  districts  are  called  either  'contributors'  or  'not 
contributors.'  (TTic  term  'significant'  is  not  used  in  National  Register  or  National 
Historic  Landmark  descriptions.)"  (Vincent  Marsh,  LPAB) 

Response 

TTie  fu-st  sentence  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  56  is  revised  as 
follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

Fight  of  the  nine  buildings  above  is  identified  as  contributory  to  the 
proposed  Civic  Center  Historic  District;  all  but  the  Steam  Plant  are 
identified  as  contributors  to  the  National  Reiiister  Dii-inci  and  the  National 
Hibloric  LiUKlniark  Ul&ill£l 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Respi 


Existing  Mam  I  Jhraiy 

Comment 

"Page  39,  Paragraph  5  [of  the  Project  Description  Chapter,  which  describes  existing 
Main  Library  features  that  would  be  altered]:  Need  photos  of  these  features  so  reader 
knows  what  they  look  like. 

"Page  82,  Paragraph  4  [of  the  Environmental  Impact  Chapter  describes  altematives  to 
the  existing  library]:  Need  photos  of  these  statues  and  the  inscriptions." 
(Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

Figure  C&R-2,  pp.  C&R.68  -  69,  includes  photographs  of  the  existing  Main 
Library,  showing  the  inscription  and  statues  above  the  Larkin  Street  entrance,  the 
inscribed  names  of  literary  figures,  and  the  Fulton  Street  doorway  and  windows. 

The  statues  on  the  Larkin  Street  facade  of  the  building  are  also  visible  in 
Figure  12,  EIR  p.  59,  and  in  Figure  18,  EIR  p.  90.  The  inscription  identifying  and 
dedicating  the  existing  Main  Library  is  visible  in  the  photograph  in  Figure  18, 
above  the  10  columns  above  the  entrance  doorways.  The  inscribed  names  of 
literary  figures  are  on  tablets  on  each  end  bay;  those  are  immediately  below  the 
large  arched  windows  in  the  end  bays. 

Comment 

"Another  Appendix  should  be  the  list  of  inscriptions,  interior  and  exterior,  on  the 
existing  Main  Library  building.  A  copy  of  them  as  listed  in  the  building's  dedication 
booklet  is  enclosed  (Attachment  A)."  (Vincent  Marsh,  LPAB). 

Response 

A  list  of  the  Main  Library  architectural  inscriptions  is  included  herein, 
pp.  C&R.70  -  74,  and  therefore  included  in  the  EIR.  Therefore,  no  separate 
appendix  is  necessary. 

(Response  to  Comments  text  continued  on  p.  C&R. 
C&R.67 
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View  of  Larkin  Street  entrance  showing  inscription  identifying  and  dedicating  building  and  five 

cement  statues  above  main  entrance 


C«nter  statue  of  five  statues  shown  in  top  view.  * 
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Figure  C  &  R  -  2 

Architectural  Detail  on  Existing  Main  Library 
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Representative  inscription  bearing  names  of  authors,  south  end  bay  of  Larkin  Street  facade. 


View  of  Fufton  Street  entrance  and  ground-floor  windows  on  Futton  Street  facade. 

~  ■  SF  Main  Library  ■ 

SOURCE:  Environmenul  Science  Associates,  Inc. 

Figure  C  &  R  -  2  (continued) 
Architectural  Detail  on  Existing  Main  Library 
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FIVE  SYMBOLIC  FIGURES 


303 


Medium.  Size  and  Description,    Five  heroic  sized  sculptured 
figures  in  granite  representing  Art,  Literature,  Philoscopy, 
Science  and  Law, 

Artist.     Leo  Lent^lli,  born  in  Italy,  l879.     Instructor  at 
California  School  of  Fine  Arts  and  Art  Students  League, 
i^ew  York,    Work  in  architectural  fiind  graden  sculpture  all  . 
over  D.  S. 

George  W.  Kelham,  Architect. 

Acquistion,  Commissioned  by  the  Library  Conunission  and 
architect  upon  building  of  structure  in  the  years  1915- 
17. 

Locution.     Facade  above  the  main  entrance  to  the  Main 
Library,  Larkin  and  McAllister  Streets. 


 / 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

Comment 

"Page  61,  first  paragraph: 

"The  discussion  of  the  sculptural  figures  in  the  second  floor  openings  is  very 
perfunctory.  The  sculptor  is  not  identified,  nor  is  there  any  context  given  for  the 
importance  of  the  sculptures  in  the  overall  decorative  program  for  the  building. 

"Page  61,  regarding  Asian  Art  Museum,  first  paragraph,  line  six,  addition: 

"Within  each  arch  stands  an  eight-foot  cement  figure  on  a  pedestal.  These  were 
installed  at  the  time  of  construction  of  the  existing  Main  Library  building.  Heroic 
sized  figures  in  granite,  representing  Art,  Literature,  Philosophy,  Science  and  Law, 
were  commissioned  by  the  Library  Commission  and  the  building's  architect.  George 
Kelham  in  1915-1917  from  Panama  Pacific  Intemational  Exposition  (PPIE)  sculptor. 
Leo  Lentelli,  whom  art  professor  Eugen  Neuhaus  credited  with  'diabolical  cleverness 
in  making  omament  out  of  human  figures. The  present  cement  figures  are  not  the 
granite  statues  expected  from  Lentelli:  however,  they  may  be  studies  or  models  by 
Lentelli  for  finished  statues  which  were  never  completed.  Their  attenuated  lines  recall 
known  works  by  LenteUi.  such  as  the  Sutter  Street  light  standards  and  the  finial  figure 
in  the  PPIE's  Court  of  Abundance.  The  Fulton  Street  facade.  .  ."  (Vincent  Marsh, 
LPAB). 

NOTE  [cited  in  comment  above] 

^      Neuhaus,  Eugene,  The  Art  of  the  Exposition.  1915,  Paul  Elder  and  Company,  San 
Francisco,  41. 

Response 

As  a  summary  of  the  text  suggested  by  the  commenter,  the  fourth  full  sentence  of 
the  first  partial  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  61  is  deleted,  and  is  replaced  with  the 
following: 
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Within  each  arch  stands  an  eight-foot  cement  figure  on  a  pedestal, 
representing  An.  Literature,  Philosophy,  Science,  and  Law.  The  figures 
were  commissioned  by  the  Library  Commission  and  the  building's 
architect.  George  Kelham.  in  1915-1917  from  the  Panama-Pacific 
International  Exposition  sculptor  Leo  Lentelli.  The  figures  are  not  the 
statues  commissioned  of  Lentelli,  but  may  be  studies  or  models  by  Lentelli 
of  statues  that  were  never  completed. 


Comment 

"Page  61 .  regarding  Asian  Art  Museum,  before  last  paragraph,  add  all  new  text: 

"The  staircase  balcony  murals  have  special  significance  as  'the  most  ambitious 
project'  of  Gottardo  Piazzoni,  highly  respected  artist  'who  for  over  50  years,  created 
subtle,  lyrical  interpretations  of  the  Northern  California  landscape,  works  which  are 
most  noteworthy  for  their  simplicity  and  the  quiet  mood  which  they  convey.'^  Ten 
murals  for  decoration  of  the  Main  Library  were  commissioned  in  1929  by  the  Trustees 
of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library,  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Ansley  K.  Salz  led  the  private 
fund  raising  of  $25,000,  with  the  assistance  of  Library  Tmstee  Albert  Bender.  Five 
panels  representing  'The  Sea'  are  dated  1931  and  are  installed  in  the  north  balcony; 
five  panels  presenting  'The  Land'  are  dated  1932  and  are  installed  in  the  south 
balcony.  Four  additional  panels  were  funded  by  the  Salzes  and  painted  in  1945.  These 
were  stored  in  the  Library's  basement  for  some  30  years  and  finally  installed  in  1975 
in  the  four  spaces  at  the  east  comers  of  the  balcony  at  the  top  of  the  stairs. 

"The  ten  earlier  mural  panels  are  basically  two  continuous  designs,  one  for  each 
subject,  which  take  advantage  of  the  architectural  space  and  seem  to  flow  together 
behind  the  interrupting  columns.  TTiey  can  be  viewed  to  advantage  both  close  up  and 
from  the  opposite  balcony,  across  the  intervening  staircase  space.  The  ten  panels 
'were  the  most  modem  of  his  murals,  utilizing  economy  in  line  and  form  and  subtle 
tones  of  gray,  blue  and  tan.'^ 

"The  four  1945  panels  are  the  same  size  as  the  others,  but  they  are  not  organized 
across  the  architectural  elements.  Tliey  do  continue  the  'Sea'  and  'Land'  themes. 
Their  style  is  somewhat  different  from  that  of  the  ten  earlier  panels.  When  they  were 
finally  installed,  an  critic  Alfred  Fr;mkenstein  wrote  of  the  whole  series  that,  'These 
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are  among  the  quietest  murals  in  history,'  and  they  'interpret  Califomia  in  a  mOd  form 
of  cubism.'  He  admired  them  greatly."^ 

"All  14  murals  are  painted  on  canvas  and  glued  or  otherwise  fastened  to  the  walls. 
There  is  an  Ansel  Adams  photo  of  Piazzoni  and  his  studio  working  on  one  of  the 
'Land' panels  of  1932.  They  may  be  capable  of  being  moved.  The  Library 
Commission  has  passed  Resolution  #1548,  which  declares  its  intent  not  to  move  either 
the  Piazzoni  murals  or  the  DuMond  murals  (in  the  reading  rooms)  into  the  New  Main 
Library."  (Vincent  Marsh,  LPAB). 

NOTES  [cited  in  comment  above] 

^     Dominik,  Janet  B.,  Gottardo  F.  P.  Piazzoni.  Plein  Air  Painters  of  Califomia.  The  North. 
1986,  Westphal  publishing,  Irvine,  CA,  154-159. 

^      Dominik,  op.  cit.,  158. 

^     Frankenstein,  Alfred,  "The  Art  World,"  San  Francisco  Chronicle.  August  21,  1975,  48. 
Response 

As  a  summary  of  the  text  suggested  by  the  commenter,  the  following  is  added  as 
a  new  paragraph  after  the  first  full  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  61 : 

Five  of  the  Piazzoni  mural  panels,  representing  "the  sea"  (1931),  are  at  the 
northem  balcony;  five  panels,  representing  "the  land"  (1932),  are  at  the 
south  balcony.  Each  of  the  five  sets  of  panels  essentially  forms  one  image, 
and  may  be  viewed  from  close  range  and  from  the  opposite  balcony.  Four 
additional  later  panels,  depicting  "Night"  and  "Dawn,"  were  stored  in  the 
basement  of  the  library  building  until  1975,  when  they  were  installed  at  the 
east  comers  of  the  balcony,  at  the  top  of  the  staircase.  All  14  murals  are 
painted  on  canvas  and  glued  or  otherwise  fastened  to  the  walls.  They  may 
be  able  to  be  moved.  The  Library  Commission  has  declared  its  intent  not  to 
move  the  Piazzoni  or  DuMond  murals  to  the  New  Main  Library  (Resolution 
No.  1548,  April  2,  1991). 

Comment 

"Along  the  same  though  not  similar  lines  [to  her  comments  regarding  the  Pioneer 
Monument],  is  the  significance  of  100  Larkin  St.  the  use  of  which  was  as  a  USO  in 
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World  War  II  nearly  50  years  ago.  I'm  sure  you  know  it  was  the  location  of  the 
Planning  Department  too."  (Edith  McMillan) 

"p  56  4fh  line   "The  Hospitality  house  was  not  a  USO  (United  Service 
Organization).  The  confusion  arises  because  they  performed  similar  functions.  There 
were  USO's  in  San  Francisco;  they  were  part  of  a  nationwide  system.  Hospitality 
House  was  strictly  a  SF  institution  in  funding  and  operation. 

"p.  62.  2nd  paragraph,  again  not  a  USO.  At  one  time  this  building  simultaneously 
housed  the  DCP  [Department  of  City  Planning!,  the  Art  Commission  and  the 
Redevelopment  Agency."  (Commenter's  emphasis  retained)  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  first  full  sentence  in  the  first  partial  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  56  is  revised  to 
read  as  follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

As  a  result,  the  Pioneer  Monument  remained  the  only  structure  on  the  New 
Library  block  until  construction  of  the  San  Francisco  Hospitality  House 
(the  existing  100  Larkin  Street  building)  in  1941  (see  Figure  15);  the 
Hospitality  House  was  a  local  institution  that  functioned  similarly  to  a  USO. 

The  second  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  62  is  revised  to  read  as 
follows  (new  text  is  underlined): 

It  is  a  single-story  wood  and  stucco  structure  that  was  built  in  1941  to  serve 
as  the  San  Francisco  Hospitality  House  (similar  to  a  USO)  during  World 
War  II. 

The  founh  sentence  in  the  first  paragraph  under  "Architectural  and  Historic 
Resources"  on  DEIR  p.  8 1  is  revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  text  is  underlined): 

The  single-story  San  Francisco  Hospitality  House  (100  Larkin  Street).  .  .  , 
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Comment 

"Page  62,  second  paragraph: 

"The  100  Larkin  Building  is  one  of  the  very  few  Art  Deco/Streamline  Modeme  public 
buildings  in  San  Francisco.  It  stands  with  the  Rincon  Post  Office  and  Aquatic  Park 
(both  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places)  as  prominent  public  examples  of  this 
type  of  architecture."  (Vincent  Marsh,  LPAB) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  EIR  p.  62,  second  paragraph,  describes  the  building  as 
"constructed  in  the  Streamline  Modeme  (Art  Deco)  style,  with  rounded  comers, 
white  walls  and  blue  glass  windows." 

The  100  Larkin  Street  building,  although  not  listed  as  a  contributing  element  on 
the  nomination  forms  for  the  National  Historic  Landmark  District  or  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  Historic  District,  may  have  "State  and/or  local 
significance  due  to  its  associations  with  use  of  the  Civic  Center  during  World 
War  n."/l,2/  The  building  is  designated  noncontributory  in  the  proposed  local 
Civic  Center  Historic  District,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  62,  paragraph  2. 

Piopecr  MomnDcnt 

Comment 

"P.  64.  third  line:  the  fence  is  bronze,  not  iron,  and  it  is  completely  intact  around  the 
monument."  (Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

The  top  view  in  Figure  15,  EIR  p.  65,  indicates  that  the  fence  originally 
surrounded  the  four  projecting  piers  of  the  Pioneer  Monument.  Those  portions  of 
the  fence  are  no  longer  extant. 

The  second  complete  sentence  in  the  first  partial  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  64  is 
revised  as  foUows  (new  text  underlined): 
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A  bronze  fence  that  once  surrounded  the  entire  monument  remains  around 
the  central  pedestal. 

Comment 

"p.  64   h  hardly  seems  likely  that  the  City  would  have  gone  to  the  expense  of  raising 
the  monument  for  two  reasons.  First,  what  purpose  would  have  been  served  by  raising 
it?  None.  Secondly,  at  least  one  photo  exists  in  the  San  Francisco  History  Room 
which  clearly  shows  grading  or  leveling  this  block  after  the  new  street  pattem  was  put 
in.  Near  Hyde  and  Fulton  it  appears  that  it  was  necessary  to  excavate  five  or  six  feet 
to  get  it  to  the  present  level.  The  amount  would  have  diminished  near  Grove. 

"But  also  elevating  it  in  place  would  have  been  more  complicated  and  costly  than 
moving  it  to  another  pcmianent  location."  (Commenter's  emphasis  retained)  (Ed 
Michael) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  last  line  of  the  first  paragraph  on  p.  64  of  the  EIR 
states  that  the  "base  of  the  monument  was  apparently  raised  and/or  uncovered 
after  1906."  The  text  was  intended  to  explain  the  difference  in  the  two  views  in 
Figure  15  and  to  point  out  that  the  monument's  elevation  changed  relative  to  the 
street  grade  after  1906.  Based  on  the  coinmenter's  information,  it  appears  that 
the  monument's  base  was  uncovered  by  excavation. 

rommgnt 

"P.  69.  9th  &  10th  lines:  moving  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  may  or  may  not  be  done, 
depending  on  the  alternative  selected.  Tlie  statement  conveys  the  impression  that  the 
Pioneer  Monument  is  to  be  moved  in  any  event."  (Winchell  T.  Hay  ward) 

Rcapooac 

Throughout,  the  EIR  ;inalyzes  the  project  as  proposed,  one  component  of  which 
would  be  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument.  "Would"  is  used  instead  of  "will" 


C&R.80 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Resp 


to  indicate  that  project  effects  are  conditional  upon  project  approval.  The 
decision-makers  could  adopt  an  alternative  to  the  project  that  would  result  in  the 
Pioneer  Monument  remaining  at  its  current  location,  as  is  described  on  EIR  pp. 
188  -  192  and  herein  on  pp.  C&R.187  -  193. 

Comment 

"Oblique  reference  is  given  to  some  of  the  uniqueness  of  the  site  and  the  [Pioneer] 
[MJonument  but  I  believe  this  should  be  strengthened  by  stating  that  the  monument  is 
the  only  remaining  vestige  of  San  Francisco's  first  attempt  at  a  formal  urban  design 
concept  for  a  public  building.  It  is  also  the  oldest  vestige  of  our  municipal  beginnings 
for  no  traces  of  the  first  four  City  Halls  in  the  vicinity  of  Portsmouth  Square  remain. 
Not  a  brick."  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  first  full  paragraph  on  EIR  p.  64  discusses  the 
monument  at  some  length.  As  stated  on  EIR  p.  64,  first  full  paragraph,  fifth 
sentence,  "the  Pioneer  Monument  is  the  last  structure  remaining  that  defines  the 
location  of  the  pre-1906  City  Hall,  destroyed  in  the  Earthquake  and  Fire." 

Comment 

"Ref.  Part  HI,  §B:  Description  of  the  Pioneer  Monimient  should  include  at  least  one 
large  (full-page)  photograph  showing  the  Monimient  in  some  detail.  The  photos  in 
Figures  14  and  15,  while  useful,  do  not  show  the  Monument  itself  very  clearly,  and  its 
importance  certainly  rates  an  additional  larger  photo."  (Michael  M.  Levin) 

Response 

Figure  14,  EIR  p.  63,  provides  a  full  view  of  the  monument.  Figure  16,  EIR  p.  65, 
provides  historic  views.  Figure  24,  EIR  p.  96,  shows  the  monument  in  existing 
context,  from  Market  /  Hyde  /Eighth  Streets. 
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B.  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

Historic  Dismcts 

Comment 

"Page  82,  third  paragraph: 

"None  of  the  work  described  in  this  paragraph  meets  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's 
Standards  for  Rehabilitation  and  Guidelines  for  rehabilitating  Historic  Buildings, 
hereafter;  'Standards. '  It  seems  premature  to  discuss  such  specific  treatments  to 
elements  which  are  extremely  important  to  the  architecture  of  the  buildings.  No 
adequate  explanation  is  given  why  this  work  is  necessary.  This  is  especially  true  for 
the  additional  handicap  ramp  when  there  is  already  an  existing  ramp  at  the  Larkin 
Street  entrance.  It  is  extremely  difficult  to  understand  why  windows  must  be  lowered 
to  floor  level  in  a  museum  which  by  its  nature  does  not  need  to  have  natural  light. 

"Page  83.  first  paragraph: 

"The  removal  of  the  murals  on  the  second  floor  does  not  meet  the  Standards.  Again, 
no  adequate  explanation  is  given  to  justify  the  necessity  for  such  action.  Finally,  no 
mention  is  made  of  how  the  proposed  Asian  Art  Museum  will  be  seismically 
retrofitted  to  accommodate  the  new  use.  The  impact  of  this  proposed  retrofit  needs  to 
be  addressed  and  it  should  comply  with  the  Secretary  of  Interior's  Standards. 

'[Suggested  Mitigation  Measures,  Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources] 
The  Asian  Art  Museum  (existing  Main  Library  building).  Since  a  pair  of  disabled 
access  ramps  exists  at  the  Larkin  Street  entrance,  which  is  proposed  to  continue  as  the 
main  entrance  (per  page  82),  an  additional  ramp  on  the  Fulton  Street  side  is  not  needed 
and  could  be  eliminated. 

"Tlie  five  statues  on  the  Larkin  Street  facade  could  remain  in  place.  While  not  of  high 
art  material,  they  die  an  integral  part  of  the  building's  original  design.  The  figures' 
attenuation  marks  them  as  probably  the  work  of  Leo  Lentelli.  who  was  originally 
commissioned  to  create  gr;uiitc  statues  for  these  spaces. 
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"The  Fulton  Street  ground  floor  windows  could  remain  as  they  are  in  order  to  preserve 
the  architectural  integrity  of  the  building.  Most  museums  avoid  natural  sunlight, 
because  it  causes  fading  and  other  deterioration  of  the  artworks.  If  naturally  lit 
non-display  spaces  are  wanted  for  such  uses  in  the  museum  shop,  restaurant,  or  staff 
recreation,  they  could  be  designed  into  the  proposed  addition,  or  they  could  get  light 
from  the  central  courtyard. 

"The  need  for  two  new  entrances  on  Fulton  Street  is  highly  questionable  in  light  of 
typical  museum  security  requirements.  The  present  Fulton  Street  entry  should  be  used 
instead,  in  order  to  preserve  the  architectural  integrity  of  the  building.  Any  code 
requirements  for  additional  exiting  ought  to  be  fulfilled  in  the  proposed  new  addition 
or  on  the  Hyde  or  McAllister  Street  elevations,  which  are  less  character  defining  than 
Larkin  and  Fulton  Street  elevations. 

"One  suggestion  is  that  the  unwanted  inscriptions  on  the  building  could  be  covered 
over  rather  than  removed.  Twenty  years  hence,  if  they  were  wanted  again,  they  would 
still  exist. 

"Since  the  existing  Library  Building  /  Asian  Art  Museum  is  a  contributor  to  the 
National  Historic  Landmark  Civic  Center  District,  any  changes  to  it  ought  to  conform 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards.  Under  these  Standards  the  proposed  work 
(including  any  proposed  seismic  retrofit)  for  the  building  would  be  reviewed  on  a 
case-by-case  basis.  Any  work  on  this  Civic  Center  building  should  be  reviewed  for 
conformity  with  the  Secretary's  Standards.  The  review  should  be  conducted  by  one  of 
the  following  bodies:  the  National  Park  Service,  the  California  State  Office  of 
Historic  Preservation,  or  the  San  Francisco  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board, 
because  these  bodies  have  experience  and  expertise  in  assuring  that  a  building's 
historic  qualities  wiU  be  retained.  The  reviewing  body  should  have  authority  to 
request  changes  and  negotiate  compromises  in  the  proposed  designs. 
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The  Piazzoni  murals  could  remain  in  the  ceremonial  staircase  balcony,  the  space  for 
which  they  were  commissioned  by  the  Library  Trustees  and  then  painted.  Their  design 
integrates  so  thoroughly  with  each  other  and  with  the  architectural  space,  including  the 
view  from  the  opposite  balcony,  that  it  would  be  a  shame  to  move  them  to  any  other 
space.  This  balcony  is  of  questionable  value  for  museum  display  space. 

"AJtemately.  only  the  ten  murals  of  the  1929  commission  —  five  integrated  'Sea' 
panels  dated  1931  on  the  north  balcony,  and  five  integrated  'Land'  panels  dated  1932 
on  the  south  balcony  --  could  remain  in  place.  The  four  additional  1945  panels  at  the 
cast  end  of  the  balcony,  which  were  not  installed  until  1975  and  are  not  parts  of  the 
continuous  design,  could  be  moved  to  another  City-owned  display  space. 

"Still  another  alternative  for  the  Piazzoni  murals  would  be  for  the  Library  Commission 
to  rescind  its  Resolution  #1548  (see  Attachment  C  [p.  C&R.85])  as  regards  these 
murals  (leaving  the  Resolution  intact  for  the  DuMond  murals,  which  were  created  for 
the  PPIE  rather  than  the  Library,  and  which  have  therefore  already  been  moved  once). 
The  Piazzoni  murals  could  be  mounted  in  the  New  Main  Library  because  they  were 
originally  commissioned  for  the  Main  Library  in  1929  by  the  Tmstees  of  the  San 
Francisco  Public  Library. 

"Professionally  qualified  art  conservators  should  be  retained,  first  to  evaluate  the 
iiTjplications  of  moving  the  murals,  and  second  to  plan,  oversee,  and  perhaps  conduct 
any  move  required. 

"Prior  to  any  removal  of  the  Piazzoni  murals,  their  destination  should  be  known  and 
evaluated.  TTicy  should  not  simply  be  put  into  storage  indefinitely.  The  EIR  needs 
some  mvestigation  and  discussion  of  this  question,  because  these  are  very  important 
California  artworks."  (Vincent  Marsh,  LPAB) 


"The  EIR  fails  to  take  full  account  of  the  imponance  of  all  these  historic  districts.  The 
^kxrumcn!  docs  ncK  QoosUkr  the  negative  effect  the  vL<ma|  quality  of  all  thy  ^nyjft;^'^ 
fscaJcs  on  the  quality  of  the  historic  districts.  We  urge  fhc  r'oimiii'jHfio"  fo  maVf  a 
finding  of  si^iflcam  iinpact  on  the  Architectural.  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources  of 
the  Civic  Ccolcr.  '  (Commcnters  cMiipha.si.s  retained)  (Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Ann 
Miller.  SIT) 
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RESOLUTION  #1548 


DECLARING  THE  INTENTION  OF  THE  LIBRARY  COMMISSION  NOT  TO  MOVE  THE 
FOURTEEN  MURALS  BY  GOTTARDO  PIAZZONI  NOR  THE  TWO  MURALS  BY  FRANK 
VINCENT  DUMOND  FROM  THE  PRESENT  MAIN  LIBRARY  BUILDING,  DUE  TO  SPACE 
CONSTRAINTS  IN  THE  NEW  MAIN  LIBRARY  BUILDING. 

WHEREAS,  The  San  Francisco  Public  Library  has  displayed, 
protected  and  maintained  on  the  walls  of  the  present  Main  Library 
fourteen  murals  by  Gottardo  Piazzoni  and  two  murals  by  Frank 
Vincent  DuMond;  and, 

WHEREAS,  The  Piazzoni  and  DuMond  murals  all  measure  eleven 
feet  or  more  in  height;  and, 

WHEREAS,  Walls  in  the  new  Main  Library  will  be  few  in  number, 
in  order  that  floorplans  remain  flexible  and  sight  lines 
unobstructed,  and  will  measure  only  eleven  feet  in  height,  thus 
affording  no  space  for  mural  frames,  bases  or  lighting;  now, 
therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  Commission 
does  hereby  declare  its  intention  not  to  move  the  fourteen  murals 
by  Gottardo  Piazzoni  nor  the  two  murals  by  Frank  Vincent  DuMond 
from  the  present  Main  Library  building,  due  to  space  constraints  in 
the.  new  Main  Library  building;  and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library 
Commission  urges  that  all  or  a  majority  of  any  profit  accruing  from 
any  sale  of  these  murals  be  allocated  to  the  Public  Library,  in 
recognition  of  its  stewardship  of  these  artworks  for  over  seventy 
years . 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  PU13LIC  LIBRARY  -  Civic  Center  •  San  Francisco  •  California- 94102 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Resp 


"We  were  shocked  to  see  all  the  changes  that  were  proposed  for  the  existing  library 
building.  This  building  is  a  contributor  in  the  National  Historic  Landmark  Civic 
Center  District.  Being  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  is  important  and  an 
honor  and  all  that,  but  it's  ten  times  the  honor  to  be  a  National  Historic  Landmark. 
You  can't  volunteer  for  that.  You  have  to  be  chosen  by  the  bureaucrats  in  Washington, 
the  historians  and  all.  And  our  Civic  Center  was  so  chosen. 

The  existing  library  is  one  of  the  contributor  buildings,  and  the  EIR  says  that  present 
plans  would  make  significant  changes  in  that  building,  and  those  significant  changes 
are  not  addressed  at  all  in  terms  of  mitigation.  I  realize  that  in  the  preparation  of  the 
EIR.  there  were  problems  because  they  didn't  know  what  was  planned  until  the  last 
minute,  but  that's  why  we  made  some  significant  comments."  (Anne  Bloomfield, 
LPAB) 

'I  also  am  really  greatly  shocked  to  hear  that  this  design  for  the  Asian  Art  Museum 
would  hack  off  bits  of  the  old  Main  Library.  It's  on  the  National  Register.  Our  own 
neighborhood  has  blocks  on  the  National  Register,  whole  blocks,  and  this  sort  of 
indicates  a  very  relaxed  attitude  toward  contributing  architectural  resources.  I  was 
shocked  by  this."  (John  Barbey,  Liberty  Hill  Neighborhood  Association) 

"Ref.  Part  IV,  Environmental  Impacts,  §A:  On  p.  82,  in  describing  the  modifications 
proposed  for  the  exterior  of  the  existing  Main  Library,  no  justification  is  given  for  the 
removal  of  inscriptions  and  statuary  from  the  facades  of  the  building.  The  inscriptions 
(name  and  dedication  of  the  building  and  names  of  literary  figures)  are  integral 
elements  of  the  building's  design  (not  simply  signs),  and  consideration  should  be 
given  to  preserving  them.  (Interior  inscriptions  should  be  preserved  as  well.) 
Alternatives  to  the  outright  removal  of  the  inscriptions  should  be  included  within  the 
EIR;  for  example,  ground-level  signage  could  clearly  and  aesthetically  identify  the 
proposed  Asian  Art  Museum  without  confusion,  leaving  the  facade  inscriptions  in 
place.  The  building  will  always  be  the  historic,  original  Main  Library  building,  even 
though  it  may  house  the  Asian  Art  Museum  or  some  other  entity  at  some  future  time, 
aiul  It  i.s  not  appropriate  to  erase  all  traces  of  its  original,  historic  use,  for  which  it  was 
specifically  designed. 
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"The  inscriptions  are  not  just  signs.  The  wording  on  the  front,  the  name  of  the 
building,  the  dedication,  and  the  names  of  all  of  the  authors,  that's  part  of  the  design  of 
the  building  from  its  construction  and  its  completion  in  1917.  The  old  Federal  Reserve 
Bank  on  Sansome  Street  still  says  Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  San  Francisco,  and 
apparently  nobody  has  a  problem  with  that,  that  I  know  of.  Of  course,  the  Asian  Art 
Museum  will  get  more  public  patronage  than  the  old  Federal  Reserve  Bank,  which  is 
now  part  of  the  Embarcadero  Center,  but  that  still  does  not  mean  the  inscriptions  have 
to  be  removed.  There  will  be  signage  on  both  the  Asian  Art  Museum  and  the  new 
library,  which  I  think  would  clearly  indicate  what  they  are.  So  that's  just  one 
example.  But  there  are  other  details  on  the  design  of  the  new  building  that  aren't 
clear."  (Michael  M.  Levin) 

"I  did  have  one  more  thing  about  removing  the  features  from  the  exterior  of  the 
existing  Main.  It  seems  to  me  that  that's  pretty  serious  and  that  we  should  know 
whether  removing  of  parts  like  that,  the  figures  and  the  words  that  are  there,  whether  it 
might  lose  its  historic  designation.  I  think  that's  a  pretty  serious  thing  to  do. 

"I  have  never  been  one  to  think  the  Asian  Art  Museum  shouldn't  be  in  that  building.  I 
think  we're  really  lucky  you  wanted  that  building,  and  it  will  be  a  wonderful  thing  for 
people  to  go  to.  It's  just  a  wonderful  new  element  to  Civic  Center  that  I,  for  one, 
really  appreciate,  but  I  would  be  awfully  careful  about  removing  parts  of  it." 
(Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

"P.  7,  31  and  82:  obliteration  of  inscriptions  amounts  to  defacement  of  the  building. 
The  figures  should  not  be  moved,  unless  to  complement  the  design  of  the  new  library 
building."  (WincheU  T.  Hayward) 

"We  wish  to  express  our  concem  about  the  many  inadequacies  of  the  EIR  report  on 
New  Main  Library.  In  particular,  and  as  an  example,  it  is  disturbing  to  learn  that  one 
part  of  the  plan  for  the  historic  current  library  building  is  to  remove  the  inscriptions 
and  statuary  from  the  exterior.  That  surely  is  no  way  to  handle  historic  preservation. 
We  strongly  urge  that  such  destructive  handling  of  a  landmark  not  be  permitted." 
(Dr.  Robert  Popper  and  Marcia  Popper) 
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Response 


As  noted  on  EIR  p.  56  {and  text  revisions  on  p.  C&R.93  -  95,  the  existing  Main 
Library  building  is  identified  as  contributory  to  the  proposed  local  Civic  Center 
Historic  District,  and  to  the  existing  National  Register  District  and  the  National 
Historic  Landmark  District.  The  districts  are  discussed  on  EIR  pp.  54  -  58  and 
shown  on  Figure  1 1  (Revised),  p.  C&R.64,  which  replaces  Figure  1 1  on  DEIR 
p.  55. 

The  Asian  Art  Museum's  current,  preliminary  plans  would  change  the  exterior 
and  interior  of  the  existing  library  building,  as  discussed  on  EIR  pp.  82  -  83,  as 
well  as  on  p.  39.  Changes  would  include  replacement  of  the  single  doorway  on 
Fulton  Street  with  two  handicap-accessible  doors  that  would  replicate  the  original 
door,  and  extension  of  the  ground  floor  windows  on  Fulton  Street  to  floor  level. 
The  easternmost  of  the  two  doorways  would  allow  the  museum  to  close  off 
certain  areas  of  the  building  for  security  purposes  at  certain  times.  That  door 
would  allow  access  to  the  auditorium,  temporary  gallery,  and  the  patrons'  loimge 
when  the  rest  of  the  museum  was  closed  (generally  at  night,  for  evening  events). 
The  other  new  door  would  allow  patrons  access  to  the  proposed  museum 
bookstore  and  cafe  without  entering  the  exhibit  spaces.  (Separate  wheelchair 
access,  the  ramp  mentioned  by  the  commenters,  would  be  provided  at  the  new 
doors  to  allow  disabled  persons  to  use  those  new  entrances;  this  disabled  access 
could  be  required  under  the  recendy  enacted  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act.) 
Extension  of  the  Fulton  Street  windows  is  intended  to  provide  more  natural  light 
to  the  entry  area,  cafe,  bookstore,  and  patrons'  lounge  and,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Asian  Art  Museum,  would  provide  a  more  welcoming  appearance  to  this  side  of 
the  building  and  would  relate  museum  activities  to  those  of  the  Fulton  Street 
Mall,  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  and  the  Civic  Center  as  a  whole ./3/ 

Tht  museum's  preliminary  plans  also  include  removal  of  the  cement  statues 
above  the  Larkin  Street  entrance  to  the  existing  library.  According  to  the 
museum,  the  statues  could  present  a  hazard  in  an  earthquake,  and  are  not  deemed 
appropriate  for  a  museum  of  Asian  art./3/  A  preliminary  evaluation  by  an  Asian 
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Art  Museum  conservator  found  cracks,  holes,  chipping,  and  surface  erosion  in  the 
statues  and  noted  that,  while  the  structural  condition  of  the  statues  cannot  be  fully 
evaluated,  the  observations  made  "do  not  indicate  good  structural  integrity. "/4/ 

The  Asian  Art  Museum  would  replace  the  inscriptions  above  the  Larkin  Street 
entry  to  the  existing  Main  Library  that  identify  and  dedicate  the  building  with  an 
inscription  identifying  the  building  as  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  The  museum 
believes  that  this  change  would  be  necessary  to  properly  identify  the  building's 
new  use;  commemorative  signage  could  be  used  to  describe  the  building's 
original  use  as  the  Main  Library.  The  inscribed  names  of  literary  figures  are 
proposed  to  be  removed  because  the  museum  does  not  believe  those  inscriptions 
would  be  compatible  with  the  new  use  of  the  building./3/ 

The  Museum's  preliminary  plans  also  call  for  removal  of  the  Piazzoni  murals 
from  the  second-floor  stairway  balcony,  and  removal  of  the  duMond  murals  from 
the  second-floor  reading  rooms. 

According  to  staff  of  the  Arts  Commission,  which  has  jurisdiction  over  the 
Piazzoni  rnurals  as  publicly  installed  art  until  such  time  as  the  existing  Main 
Library  is  transferred  from  the  Public  Library  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  the 
murals  could  be  removed  from  the  library  building,  although  such  an  effort  would 
be  time-consuming  and  expensive.  If  the  murals  were  to  be  moved,  the  Arts 
Commission  would  review  the  relocation  site  proposed.  No  relocation  site  has 
been  proposed,  and  the  Arts  Commission  has  taken  no  position  on  possible 
relocation  of  the  murals. /5/  The  Asian  Art  Museum  has  stated  that  the  Piazzoni 
murals  are  important,  should  be  conserved,  and  should  not  be  sold,  and  has 
indicated  its  intention  to  help  find  a  suitable  location  for  the  murals./3/  Text  has 
been  added  to  EIR  p.  61  to  more  fully  describe  the  murals  (see  p.  C&R.77). 

The  Asian  Art  Museum  plans  to  construct  an  addition  to  the  existing  building  that 
would  continue  the  McAllister  and  Hyde  Street  cornice  lines  to  that  intersection, 
as  described  in  the  third  paragraph  on  EIR  pp.  39  and  82. 
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A  seismic  retrofit  is  also  planned  for  the  existing  library  building,  as  described  on 
EER  pp.  39  and  172.  As  noted  on  p.  39,  seismic  upgrading  of  the  building,  under  a 
1989  City  bond  measure,  will  be  undertaken  in  any  case,  independent  of  the  Asian 
An  Museum's  planned  move.  The  upgrade  has  not  been  finally  detemiined.  It 
could  be  directed  solely  to  protection  of  human  life  and  safety,  or  toward 
additionally  greater  protection  for  the  museum's  collections.  Regardless  of  the 
approach  and  method,  the  City  expects  the  seismic  work  to  allow  for  any 
restoration  of  features  that  may  have  to  be  altered  during  such  construction.  For 
example,  the  ceilings  of  the  second-floor  reading  rooms  may  be  affected  by 
seismic  work,  but  should  be  able  to  be  restored  to  their  existing  condition./6,7/ 

The  National  Park  Service  (NPS),  which  administers  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places,  and  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  (SHPO)  have 
recommended  that  future  planning  for  the  Asian  Art  Museum  conversion  use  the 
Secretary  's  Standards  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  as  a 
guideline  ./1, 8/  The  Secretary's  Standards  are  used  by  the  NPS  in  Section  106 
review  of  rehabilitation  projects  funded  and/or  carried  out  by  federal  agencies. 
(See  EIR  pp.  57  -  58  for  a  description  of  the  Section  106  process.)  The  Standards 
are  also  used  by  the  NPS  and  the  SHPO  to  determine  the  eligibility  of 
rehabilitation  projects  for  federal  tax  credits  under  the  Economic  Recovery  Tax 
Act  of  198 1 .  However,  the  Standards  do  not  prohibit  any  rehabilitation  activity, 
and  would  not  formally  apply  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum's  proposed  remodeling  of 
the  existing  Main  Library,  which  would  not  be  federally  funded.  (Letters  from 
the  NPS  and  SHPO  are  available  for  review  as  part  of  the  EIR  file  at  the 
Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco.) 

Tlic  Secretary's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation,  or  "Standards,"  revised  in  1990,  call 
for:  using  a  prop)erty  for  its  original  use  or  minimizing  changes  to  a  building's 
defining  characteristics,  site  and  environment  in  conversion  to  a  compatible  use; 
retaining  and  preserving  the  historic  character  of  the  property,  including  avoiding 
removal  of  historic  material  or  distinguishing  architectural  features  where 
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possible;  recognition  of  a  property  as  a  product  of  its  historical  period; 
recognition  of  changes  in  the  property  that  may  have  acquired  historical 
significance  on  their  own;  preservation  of  distinctive  features,  finishes,  and 
construction  techniques  or  examples  of  skilled  craftsmanship  that  characterize  a 
property;  repair  rather  than  replacement  of  deteriorated  historic  features  where 
possible,  with  replacement,  where  necessary,  to  match  the  original  in  design, 
color,  texture  and  other  visual  qualities;  use  of  the  gentlest  means  possible  of 
cleaning  structures;  protection  and  preservation  of  archaeological  resources;  new 
additions,  exterior  alterations,  or  related  new  construction  only  if  it  does  not 
destroy  historic  materials  that  characterize  the  property,  is  differentiated  from  the 
old,  and  is  compatible  with  the  massing,  size,  scale,  and  architectural  features  to 
protect  the  historic  integrity  of  the  property  and  its  environment;  and  additions  or 
alterations  to  be  done  such  that,  if  they  are  removed  in  the  future,  the  essential 
form  and  integrity  of  the  stmcture  would  be  unimpaired. 

The  NPS  has  stated  that,  because  of  the  preliminary  nature  of  the  Asian  Art 
Museum's  proposal  for  remodeling  the  existing  Main  Library,  no  determination 
can  be  made  at  this  time  regarding  the  impact  of  the  proposed  changes  on  the 
status  of  the  building  as  contributory  to  the  National  Register  and  National 
Historic  Landmark  Districts.  While  designation  of  a  structure  as  contributory  to  a 
National  Historic  Landmark  District  imposes  no  conditions  on  alterations  to  that 
structure  (see  above  and  EIR  p.  57),  the  NPS  has  noted  that  National  Historic 
Landmark  status  is  the  highest  designation  that  can  be  conferred  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior.  (Designation  as  a  National  Historic  Landmark  District  indicates  a 
district  is  of  national  significance,  while  designation  as  a  Historic  District  on  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  indicates  a  district  is  of  local,  regional  and/or 
statewide  significance.)  The  NPS  has  made  the  following  points  in  relation  to  the 
proposed  project. 

"Because  of  the  exceptional  significance  and  National  Landmark  status  of  the  San 
Francisco  Civic  Center  modifications  to  the  district  —  whether  through  new 
constmction,  demolition,  and  alterations  to  existing  buildings  —  should  be 
carefully  planned  and  designed.  New  construction  within  the  district  should  be 
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sensitively  designed  to  be  compatible  with  the  scale,  massing,  materials,  texture, 
and  style  of  the  existing  design.  Changes  to  contributing  buildings  should 
conform  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  'Standards  for  Rehabilitation.'" 

Regarding  the  preliminary  plans  for  the  existing  library,  NPS  staff  have  stated 
that, 

"although  conversion  of  the  library  building  for  use  as  a  museum  would  seem  to 
be  a  compatible  new  use  for  the  structure,  the  proposed  alterations  fail  to  respect 
the  existing  historic  features,  craftsmanship,  and  use  of  the  building.  The 
proposed  alterations  do  not  conform  with  several  of  the  Secretary's  'Standards,' 
which  state  that: 

The  historic  character  of  a  prof)erty  shall  be  retained  and  preserved.  The 
removal  of  historic  materiaJs  or  alteration  of  features  and  spaces  that 
characterize  a  property  shall  be  avoided. 

Distinctive  features,  finishes,  and  construction  techniques  or  examples  of 
craftsmanship  that  characterize  a  property  shall  be  preserved. 

"Specifically,  removal  of  the  statuary  above  the  main  entrance,  removal  of  the 
Library  inscription  and  names  of  literary  figures,  lengthening  of  the  windows  on 
the  Fulton  Street  elevation,  and  removal  of  the  interior  murals  would  contravene 
these  standards.  Addition  of  new  entries  on  the  Fulton  Street  side  and 
introduction  of  a  partial  mezzanine  level  into  the  south  reading  room  [which  is 
not  the  Asian  Art  Museum's  preferred  proposal;  see  EIR  p.  83]  are  also  major 
interventions  that  may  not  conform  with  the  Secretary's  'Standards.'  Demolition 
of  the  45  Hyde  Street  building,  on  the  other  hand,  would  not  affect  the  character 
of  the  building  or  the  district.  We  would  prefer  to  see  the  construction  of  a 
sensitively -designed  addition  at  the  rear  of  the  library  to  accommodate  activities 
that  are  not  compatible  with  the  existing  building,  than  the  introduction  of  a 
mezzanine  level  into  an  existing  primary  space.  The  imponance  of  this  building 
and  the  Civic  Center  district  call  for  utmost  care  in  the  design  of  the  Museum 
rc-usc  plan.  Tlic  EIR  suggests  that  planning  and  design  of  the  new  Museum 
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facilities  are  still  in  their  initial  stages;  further  planning  efforts  should  utilize  the 
Secretary's  'Standards  for  Rehabilitation'  as  a  guideline.  Because  the 
rehabilitation  plans  are  preliminary  and  incomplete,  at  this  time  we  cannot  assess 
their  overall  impact  on  the  contributing  status  of  the  building. "/I/ 


SHPO  has  concurred  with  the  NPS  comments. /8/ 


It  appears,  in  view  of  the  above,  that  the  currently  proposed  changes  to  the 
existing  library,  encompassing  removal  of  inscriptions  and  cement  statues, 
lengthening  of  windows  on  the  Fulton  Street  side  of  the  building,  and  removal  of 
the  Piazzoni  murals  from  the  interior  of  the  existing  Main  Library,  described  on 
EIR  pp.  81  -  83,  would  have  a  significant  impact  on  Architectural,  Historic  and 
Cultural  Resources.  That  impact  could  be  mitigated  by  eliminating  these 
alterations  from  the  development  program  for  the  Asian  Art  Museum. 


This  significant  impact  on  Architectural,  Historic  and  Cultural  Resources  would 
be  limited  to  the  changes  proposed  for  the  existing  Main  Library,  and  would  not 
be  expected  to  cause  district  de-designation.  Other  changes  proposed  for  the  sites 
are  not  considered  to  be  significant,  individually  or  together,  as  follows. 


The  following  new  paragraphs  are  added  to  DEIR  p.  83,  following  the  second 
paragraph: 


Based  on  review  by  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  and  the  State  Office 
of  Historic  Preservation  (SHPO)  of  the  information  contained  in  the  DEIR, 
removal  of  the  statues  on  the  Larkin  Street  frontage,  the  inscriptions 
identifying  the  library  and  naming  literary  figures,  and  of  the  Piazzoni 
murals  in  the  library  interior,  and  the  proposed  lengthening  of  the  windows 
on  the  Fulton  Street  facade  would  not  conform  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation/2a/,  and  would  significantly  impact 
this  contributory  building  in  the  National  Historic  Landmark  District.  NPS 
and  SHPO  review  of  additional  materials,  and  discussion  with  Asian  Art 
Museum  staff,  could  lead  to  a  different  determination  on  the  part  of  those 
agencies.  For  mitigation  measures  that  would  avoid  these  impacts,  please 
seep.  180  of  the  EIR. 

Based  on  review  of  the  limited  information  in  the  DEIR,  installation  of 
mezzanine(s)  in  the  second  floor  reading  rooms  of  the  existing  Main 
Library,  while  not  the  preferred  option  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  would  not 
conform  to  the  Secretary's  Standards ./2a/ 
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The  Secretary's  Standards  are  used  by  the  NPS  in  reviewing  federal 
projects  that  involve  Historic  Properties,  and  by  NPS  and  SHPO  in 
determining  eligibility  of  rehabilitation  projects  for  federal  tax  credits;  the 
Standards  do  not  prohibit  any  rehabilitation  activity.  Similarly,  designation 
as  a  Historic  Property  does  not  prohibit  rehabilitation  (see  p.  57). 

Demolition  of  45  Hyde  Street  would  not  affect  the  character  of  the 
Landmark  District,  according  to  the  NPS ./2a/  Regarding  the  100  Larkin 
Street  building,  the  NPS  has  noted  that  whUe  not  a  contributing  element  to 
the  Landmark  District,  it  "appears  to  have  State  and/or  local  significance" 
because  of  its  use  during  World  War  EI,  and  recommends  that 
documentation  (through  photographs  and  written  history)  of  the  structure 
under  the  Historic  American  Buildings  Survey  (HABS)  be  considered  if  the 
building  were  demolished./2a,2b/  Such  documentation,  for  deposit  at  the 
Library  of  Congress,  could  be  completed  in  about  two  months,  depending 
on  available  information  and  the  level  of  detail  required./2b/  The  45  Hyde 
Street  and  100  Larkin  Street  buUdings  are  not  contributory  to  the  National 
Historic  Landmark  District  or  to  the  proposed  local  Civic  Center  Historic 
District,  and  their  demolition  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on 
Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources. 

The  NPS  normally  "advocates  that  historic  resources  remain  in  their 
original  position. "/2a/  The  Pioneer  Monument  would  be  relocated;  it  would 
not  be  demolished.  The  monument  is  not  identified  as  a  contributing 
element  to  the  Landmark  District,  according  to  the  NPS ./2a/  The  criterion 
for  contributory  status  to  a  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  Historic 
District,  of  state  and/or  local  importance,  could  apply  to  the  monument. 
However,  the  monument  is  not  identified  as  a  contributing  element  on  the 
nomination  form  for  either  the  National  Historic  Landmark  District  or  the 
Civic  Center  National  Register  District./2b,2c/  The  monument  is  not 
identified  as  contributory  to  the  National  districts  or  to  the  proposed  local 
Historic  District.  Its  relocation  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on 
Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources.  While  normally  used  for 
buildings,  documentation  under  the  Historic  American  Buildings  Survey 
(HABS)  standards  could  be  prepared  for  the  monument  should  it  be 
relocated. 

The  New  Main  Library  would  be  considered  a  non-contributing  element  of 
the  Landmark  District,  according  to  the  NPS,  which  has  stated  that  new 
construction  within  the  district  should  be  compatible  with  the  "scale, 
massing,  materials,  texture,  and  style  of  the  existing  design,"  and  "should 
be  sensitive  to  the  character  of  the  historic  plan  and  design  of  the  existing 
buildings  and  landscape. '/2a/  SHPO  has  stated  that  the  New  Main  Library 
"should  be  compatible  to  the  historic  district. "/2d/  The  NPS  has  written 
that,  while  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  appears  sensitive  in  scale,  "the 
design  and  materials  proposed  for  the  Grove  and  Hyde  Street  elevations 
appear  incongruous  with  the  character  of  the  historic  district  and  the 
surroundmg  area. '/2a/  As  stated  on  EIR  p.  25.  and  response  to  coinments 
on  p.  C&R.58  herein,  the  New  Main  Library  would  largely  complete  the 
1912  Civic  Center  Phm.  As  stated  on  EIR  pp.  87  -  101  and  in  response  to 
comments  on  pp.  C&R.l  16  -  117  herein,  the  New  Main  Library 


C&R.94 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Resp 


would  be  of  similar  Beaux  Arts  style  on  the  Larkin  and  Fulton  Street 
facades  and  of  more  contemporary  style  on  the  Hyde  and  Grove  Street 
facades,  compared  to  the  other  prominent  buildings  of  Civic  Center.  The 
New  Main  Library  would  be  finished  in  similar  materials,  of  similar  color 
and  texture,  to  other  major  Civic  Center  buildings.  (Comments  and 
responses  on  the  urban  design  aspects  of  the  Grove  and  Hyde  Street  facades 
are  on  pp.  C&R.112  -  127  herein.)  The  building  also  would  be  of 
comparable  size  to  other  prominent  Civic  Center  buildings.  Construction 
of  the  New  Main  Library  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  the 
National  Historic  Landmark  District. 

As  a  new  building,  the  New  Main  Library  would  be  considered  a 
non-contributory  stmcture  to  the  proposed  locally  designated  Civic  Center 
Historic  District.  (Both  Davies  Symphony  Hall  and  the  Edmund  G.  Brown 
State  Office  Building  on  Van  Ness  Avenue,  newly  constructed  within  that 
proposed  Historic  District,  are  identified  as  non-contributory  to  the 
proposed  district.) 

Based  on  the  above,  the  combined  effects  of  the  components  of  the  project 
other  than  the  existing  Main  Library,  including  45  Hyde  Street,  100  Larkin 
Street,  the  Pioneer  Monument  and  the  New  Main  Library,  would  not  have  a 
significant  environmental  impact  on  Architectural  and  Historic  Resources. 


The  following  footnotes  are  added  to  DEIR  p.  86: 


/2a/    Look,  David  W.,  Chief,  Preservation  Assistance  Branch,  Division  of 
National  Register  Programs,  National  Park  Service,  letter,  January  28, 
1992. 

/2b/    Huston,  Aim,  Historian,  National  Park  Service  Westem  Regional  Office, 
telephone  conversations,  February  3  and  5, 1992. 

/2c/    National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  Inventory -Nomination  Form  for  Civic 
Center  Historic  District,  December  1974,  and  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places,  Inventory -Nomination  Form  for  Civic  Center  National  Historic 
Landmark  Disulct,  November  1984. 

/2d/    Craigo,  Steade  R.,  Acting  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  letter, 
January  31,  1992. 


The  following  new  paragraph  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  7,  following  the  first  full 
paragraph: 

Removal  of  the  statues  on  the  Larkin  Street  frontage  of  the  existing  Main 
Library,  the  inscriptions  identifying  the  building  and  literary  figures, 
lengthening  the  windows  on  the  Fulton  Street  facade,  as  well  as  removal  of 
murals  by  Gottardo  Piazzoni  from  the  building's  interior,  would 
significantly  affect  this  contributory  building  in  the  National  Historic 
Landmark  District. 


Please  see  "Mitigation  Measures,"  pp.  C&R.161  -  166  of  this  Comments  and 
Responses  docmnent,  for  mitigation  measures  added  to  the  text  of  the  EIR. 
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Regarding  the  compatibility  of  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  in  the  context  of 
Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality,  please  see  pp.  C&R.l  12  -  127  herein. 

Comment 

"The  Civic  Center  is  a  National  Historic  District  and  is  listed  on  the  National  Register 
of  Historic  Places.  This  is  not  satisfactorily  covered  in  the  Draft  EIR.  Anything  less 
than  an  excellent  design  for  the  New  Main  would  compromise  the  quality  of  these 
designations.  The  removal  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  would  mar  the  high  ranking  of 
the  entire  district,  if  Federal  funds  were  to  become  available  in  the  future  for  an 
improvement  project  of  some  kind.  Furthennore,  the  City's  Landmark  Preservation 
Advisory  Board  has  approved  designation  of  the  Civic  Center  as  a  San  Francisco 
Historic  District,  awaiting  ratification  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  boundaries  of 
both  the  City's  historic  district  and  of  the  National  Register  district  extend  to  Market 
Street,  acknowledging  the  edges  of  the  district  as  well  as  its  heart,  and  confirming  the 
importance,  not  only  of  the  Fulton  and  Larkin  facades  which  face  City  Hall,  but  also, 
of  the  Hyde  and  Grove  Street  facades,  which  face  Market  Street.  The  EIR  should 
publish  a  map  showing  their  boundaries."  (Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  SFT) 

Response 

The  EIR  describes  the  inclusion  of  the  project  sites  in  the  historic  districts 
referenced  by  the  commenter  on  EIR  pp.  54  -  58.  Please  see  also  the  preceding 
Comments  and  Responses,  including  EIR  revisions,  which  address  the  impacts  of 
the  project,  including  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument,  within  these  districts. 
Regarding  the  comment  that  the  EIR  should  publish  a  map  showing  the 
boundaries  of  the  historic  districts,  the  EIR  has  already  done  so,  on  p.  55  (and 
revised  on  p.  C&R.64)  herein),  which  shows  each  district  and  its  boundaries. 

EjusUDj^  Main  Libraiy  /  Asian  Ait  Muscuiq 

Conuncnt 

"p  K 1  To  the  last  sentence  on  the  page  The  renovation  plan  would  preserve  .  .  .  .'  add 
*.  .  .  except  as  noted  below  '  (The  4th  p;u^agraph  on  page  82  does  note  some  changes  to 
the  facade.)"  (E<.l  Michael ) 
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Response 

The  last  sentence  on  DEIR  p.  81  is  revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  language  is 
underlined): 

The  renovation  plan  would  preserve  the  facades  of  the  existing  library 
building,  except  as  noted  below,  and  some  of  the  larger  ceremonial  spaces 
inside  the  building. 

Comment 

"This  is  not  our  usual  custom.  Can  you  address  the  reality  of  or  the  accuracy  of  the 
document  as  to  the  removal  of  those  rather  important  exterior  features?" 
(Commissioner  Susan  Bierman)  [This  comment  was  addressed  directly  to  Rand 
Castile,  Director,  Asian  Art  Museum,  during  the  DEIR  hearing.] 

[The  following  is  Mr.  Castile's  response]: 

"No.  We  have  not  chosen  an  architect  yet.  What  we  have  been  doing  is  going  through 
a  very  extensive  process  of  seismic  study  in  terms  of  the  building,  its  stability,  what 
would  be  necessary  in  terms  of  base  isolation,  were  that  to  be  done,  and  the  like.  We 
have  not  said  anything  because  we  don't  have  an  architect,  and  we  have  not  gone 
through  the  whole  process  about  what  would  be  removed  or  not  except  to  say  that  it 
would  be  our  intention  —  it  is  a  landmark.  We  know  that  ~  to  preserve  all  of  the  great 
features  of  the  building  outside,  which  are  architectural,  obviously,  and,  as  well,  the 
great  interior  spaces,  which  could  not  be  duplicated  really,  I  don't  think,  at  any  cost 
now.  They  are  very  dignified,  very  appropriate  for  a  museum."  (Rand  Castile,  Asian 
Art  Museum) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  For  more  information  on  impacts  on  the  existing  Main 
Library  building  in  the  context  of  the  historic  districts,  please  see  the  response  to 
the  comments  under  "Historic  Districts"  above  on  pp.  C&R.88  -  96. 
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Murals  withm  thg  EMSting  Main  Library 
Comment 

"Commissioner  Anne  Bloomfield  of  the  Landmarks  Advisory  Board  asked  that  I  share 
with  you  for  inclusion  with  public  comment  on  the  draft  New  Library  Environment 
Impact  Repon  (90-808E)  .  .  .  letters  and  petitions  which  have  been  received  by  the 
Arts  Commission  concerning  the  Piazzoni  Murals  Currently  housed  in  the  central 
stairway  of  the  Main  Library."  (Debra  Lehane,  Arts  Commission)  [Note:  the  letters 
and  other  related  comments  follow.  The  petitions  are  on  file  as  part  of  the  EIR  file  at 
the  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco,  and  with  the 
Arts  Commission,  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  San  Francisco.] 

"I  am  very  much  disturbed  to  hear  that  there  have  been  proposals  to  remove  Gottardo 
Piazzoni's  beautiful  and  artistically  significant  murals  ~  about  which  I  have  been 
preparing  a  lecture  --  from  the  San  Francisco  Pubic  Library  now  that  the  Library  is 
moving  to  a  new  building,  and  the  old  is  to  be  used  to  house  a  museum  of  Asian  art. 

"Those  who  think  this  is  a  good  idea  fail  to  appreciate  that  to  remove  the  murals  would 
effectively  destroy  them  as  a  work  of  environmental  art.  We  are  now  so  habituated  to 
think  of  all  paintings  as  easily  transportable  'easel  paintings'  that  we  forget  murals  are 
'site  specific'  —  designed  for  a  chosen  location,  and  very  much  dependent  on  that 
environment  for  their  maximum  aesthetic  impact.  To  remove  murals  to  another  place 
is  to  vandalize  and  destroy  them  as  art,  unless  that  new  location  is  an  exact  duplicate 
of  the  original  --  something  that  is  virtually  impossible  to  achieve  for  the  reasons 
implicit  in  what  follows. 

"First  off.  the  mural  as  an  art  form  is  intrinsically  different  from  an  easel  painting. 
The  latter  is  bounded  by  its  frame,  through  which  we  gaze  into  whatever  world  of 
imagery  and  style  the  artist  has  chosen  —  for  instance,  at  the  depicted  space  of  a 
land.scape  by  Claude  Monet,  or  at  the  implied  space  of  a  Milton  Avery.  Such  an 
object,  discrete  and  self-contained,  can  be  carried  from  a  parlor  to  a  museum  gallery 
with  practically  no  loss  to  its  intrinsic  qualities.  A  mural,  in  contrast,  is  designed  with 
its  entire  archilcctuialcnviionmcnLas  its  frame.  Such  an  extemal,  constmcted  space 
determines  directional  orientation,  scale,  color  values,  and  most  important  of  all.  sight 
Imcs. 
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"David  Alfaro  Siqueiros  once  told  me  that  you  'see  a  mural  with  your  legs.'  By  that, 
he  meant  one  moves  through  the  architectural  space  and  the  mural  becomes  a 
continuous  changing  visual  factor  in  that  space.  The  sensitive  and  skillful  muralist 
takes  these  many  dimensions  of  his  space  into  account.  When  Piazzoni  saw  the 
second  floor  walls  surrounding  the  Library's  grand  staircase,  he  realized  that  the 
murals  would  first  be  seen  obliquely  and  partially  by  those  coming  up  the  stairs. 
Because  of  the  colonnade  and  pilasters  breaking  the  wall  into  panels,  those  walking  by 
on  the  second  floor  would  see  them  obliquely  in  the  galleries  and  frontally  from  either 
up  close  or  from  across  the  stairwell.  He  realized  that  only  a  broadly  conceived  and 
formally  continuous  composition  would  properly  serve  the  space  and  accommodate 
the  various  and  rather  awkward  sight  lines  the  site  provided. 

"Further,  in  the  relatively  dim  light  and  complex  architecture,  he  wanted  the  murals  to 
seem  part  of  the  environment  rather  than  dominate  it  with  complex  images  or  strong 
colors.  In  this  he  was  clearly  influenced  by  the  tonal  color  of  the  great  French 
muralist,  Pierre  Puvis  de  Chavannes,  and  perhaps  also  by  the  American  muralist, 
Augustus  Vincent  Tack  ~  especially  in  the  treatment  of  the  declivities  in  the  dunes 
(which  also  resemble  early  paintings  by  Piet  Mondriaan  of  similar  landscapes).  Thus 
his  colors  harmonize  with  the  stone  architectural  members  about  them,  creating  a 
subtle  harmony,  while  his  forms  are  simple  to  the  point  of  abstraction. 

"Piazzoni's  subject  is  also  integrated  into  its  situational  environment,  understood  not 
only  as  the  interior  space  they  decorate  but  the  landscape  beyond  its  walls,  by  an 
equally  subtle  use  of  directional  symbolism.  The  visitor  enters  the  library  from  the 
West,  climbing  away  from  the  place  where  the  sun  dies  each  day  in  the  ocean  toward 
the  reference  room  to  the  East  of  the  staircase.  To  the  North  is  a  depiction  of  the  bay 
that  is  very  much  to  the  North  of  the  library;  to  the  South  are  the  dimes  that  are  indeed 
to  the  South.  The  chief  visual  point,  of  course,  is  the  relation  of  the  main  walls  to  the 
outside  world;  a  subsidiary  point  is  the  relation  of  the  figures  in  the  murals  to  the  path 
of  the  sun  from  East  to  West.  The  traditional  symbolism  of  the  directions  always  sees 
the  West  as  a  place  of  opposites:  here  this  is  simply  achieved  by  having  a  woman  look 
out  over  the  sea  at  the  West  end  of  the  North  wall  while  directly  opposite,  at  the  West 
end  of  the  South  wall,  a  man  on  a  horse  rides  along  the  dimes.  Both  face  East,  the 
source  of  new  light. 


C&R.99 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"Given  these  simple  —  but  emphatically  site  specific  --  fomial,  stylistic  and  symbolic 
factors,  it  is  obvious  that  to  remove  these  murals  from  the  place  for  which  they  were 
conceived  by  Piazzoni  would  be  to  destroy  their  artistic  integrity  forever. 

"Consider,  for  contiguous  instance,  the  sad  fate  of  the  two  murals  by  Frank  Vincent  Du 
Mond  for  the  Panama- Pacific  Intemational  Exposition  of  1915,  that  have  hung  since 
shortly  after  the  fair's  closing  in  the  Library's  second  floor  reading  rooms.  Conceived 
for  the  Exposition's  Arch  of  the  Setting  Sun  to  the  West  of  the  great  Coun  of  the 
Universe,  they  originally  depicted  pioneers  marching  from  East  to  West:  leaving  cold 
New  England  on  the  North  wall  of  the  arch  and  arriving  in  the  sunny  land  of  Califomia 
on  its  South.  Removed  to  the  Library,  they  have  ever  since  marched  separately  on 
toward  nothing  in  particular  (while  tripping  over  a  couple  of  door  tops  to  boot!). 
Although  'preserved,'  can  they  be  said  to  have  retained  anything  of  their  original 
environmental  integrity  —  when  the  pioneers  now  proceed  from  South  to  North  and 
arrive  in  Califomia  from  West  to  East?  The  sad  fact  is  that  these  two  fine  murals  are 
now  nothing  more  than  easel  paintings. 

"Smiilarly,  Sir  Frank  Brangwyn's  eight  great  murals,  on  the  theme  of  the  Four 
Elements,  for  the  same  PPIE,  now  installed  in  the  auditorium  of  the  War  Memorial, 
are  there  torn  from  their  original  context  in  the  Exposition's  Court  of  Ages,  where  they 
were  carefully  related  to  the  four  pavilions  they  abutted.  The  murals  now  serve  a 
usefully  decorative  purpose,  but  their  original  meaning  as  environmental  art  —  Fire,  for 
instance,  next  to  the  building  devoted  to  mining;  Earth  next  to  Transportation  ~  is,  in 
their  present  location,  forever  lost.  (The  same  may  well  have  to  be  said  of  the  other 
PPIE  murals  soon  to  be  resurrected  from  their  packing  cases  after  nearly  70  years  —  if 
they  are  not  placed  with  more  sensitivity  to  their  original  meaning!) 

'Since  the  Public  Library  is  hardlv  a  disposable  world's  fair  pavilion,  there  is  no  need 
whatsoever  to  remove  the  Piazzoni's  from  their  present  walls.  Surely  the  technical 
d angers  of  doing  so.  not  to  mention  the  cost,  ought  to  caution  against  so  radical  and 
unnecessary  a  procedure  --  if  those  proposing  this  course  of  destruction  cannot  be 
convinced  on  the  grounds  of  aesthetic  integrity. 
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"Finally,  I  find  it  highly  ironic  that  it  is  being  proposed  to  remove  these  particular 
murals  to  make  way  for  a  museum  of  Asian  art.  Granted,  if  these  walls  had  been  done 
by  a  Du  Mond  or  a  Brangwyn,  with  their  typically  bright  colors  and  allegorical 
subjects,  their  appropriateness  to  the  building's  new  function  might  reasonably  be 
called  into  question.  But  surely:  murals  of  such  exquisite  purity  and  formal  simplicity, 
without  either  aggressive  subject  or  color;  murals  of  transcendent  stylistic  tact  and 
subtlety;  murals  that  look  upon  us  with  so  calm  and  harmonious  a  gaze,  can  hardly 
impinge  upon  a  museum  of  Asian  art! 

"Indeed,  they  might  well  augment  it  in  ways  now  unforeseeable.  Surely  the 
surrounding  spaces  could  be  devoted  to  carefully  scaled  displays  of  bronzes,  terra 
cottas  and  jades  which  would  harmonize  with  the  murals  and  renew  their  function? 
What  is  needed  here,  perhaps,  is  a  certain  expenditure  of  imagination  —  and  respect  for 
art  as  art!  The  bottom  line  —  to  repeat  —  is  to  vandalize  one  of  the  most  impressive 
mural  environments  in  San  Francisco.  There  is  absolutely  no  justification  for  this. 
Indeed,  the  only  thing  that  could  possibly  permit  so  radical  and  destructive  a  course  of 
action  would  be  the  demolition  of  the  old  Public  Library  itself. 

"Since  the  building  is  to  stand,  so  must  the  murals.  Any  other  course  of  action  would 
be  an  irresponsible  and  unnecessary  loss  to  the  history  of  the  American  mural  —  and 
the  honor  of  San  Francisco. 

"It  is  my  intention  to  present  a  lecture  here  in  New  York  on  these  murals  at  the  third 
conference  devoted  to  'The  Italian  Presence  in  American  Art,'  which  will  be  devoted 
to  the  work  of  ethnic  Italian- Americans  during  the  period  1920  to  1990.  This  is 
sponsored  by  the  Instituto  della  Enciclopedia  Italiana  and  Fordham  University,  and 
will  take  place  in  the  fall  of  1991 .  I  have  addressed  it  before,  and  it  is  attended  by 
virtually  all  leading  experts  in  American  art.  I  hope  to  be  able  to  say,  at  that  time,  that 
Gottardo  Piazzoni's  murals  in  the  Public  Library  are  no  longer  threatened  by 
ill-advised  proposals  for  their  removal."  (Commenters'  emphasis  retained)  (Francis  V. 
O'Connor,  Ph.D.) 
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Response 

This  set  of  comments  was  received  in  a  letter  to  the  Arts  Commission  of  San 
Francisco  and  submitted  by  that  Commission's  staff  as  comments  on  the  Draft 
EIR.  Accompanying  the  letter  were  petitions  with  about  80  signatures  opposing 
the  proposed  removal  of  the  Piazzoni  murals  from  the  existing  main  library 
building.  As  noted,  the  petitions  are  available  for  review  at  the  Department  of 
City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco,  and  at  the  Arts  Commission, 
25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  San  Francisco. 

The  commenter  is  expressing  an  opinion  about  the  proposed  removal  of  the 
murals,  not  making  a  comment  on  the  content  of  the  EIR,  requiring  a  response. 

Please  see  also  the  response  on  pp.  C&R.88  -  96  herein  regarding  the  impact  of 
removing  the  murals  from  the  existing  Main  Library  in  the  context  of  the  historic 
districts.  As  discussed  there,  removing  the  Piazzoni  murals  would  have  a 
significant  impact  on  a  contributory  building  in  a  National  Historic  Landmark 
District.  The  EIR  includes  a  new  set  of  mitigation  measures  that  would,  if 
adopted,  avoid  this  impact  (see  pp.  C&R.161  -  163). 

Comment 

"This  lener  regards  the  question  of  the  future  location  of  the  murals  by  Gottardo 
Piazzoni  in  the  San  Francisco  Main  Library. 

"Speaking  for  myself,  my  family  (Mr.  Piazzoni  was  my  matemal  grandfather),  friends, 
scholars  and  adinirers,  as  well  as  director  of  the  newly  formed  Piazzoni  Foundation, 
the  first  choice  as  to  disposition  of  these  great  and  unique  panels,  is  that  they  remain 
where  they  arc. 

"As  far  as  I  know,  these  are  the  only  pure  landscape  murals  in  the  western  world. 
Critics  have  judged  them  to  be  in  perfect  hannony  with  the  location  for  which  they 
were  specifically  created.  It  is  generally  agreed  among  those  who  know,  that  Piazzoni 
is  America's  'greatest  lost  artist'.  At  the  time  the  murals  were  done,  the  director  of  the 
California  School  of  Fine  Art.  Spencer  Macky.  had  this  to  say  about  them,  'In  these 
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murals,  Piazzoni  emerges  calm  and  powerful,  and  I  believe  utterly  triumphant.  .  .  . 
This  art,  emerging  from  the  very  heart  of  Calif omia  itself,  entirely  free  and 
independent  of  the  rest  of  the  world,  is  a  tangible  demonstration  of  the  real  art  of 
Calif  omia. ' 

"It's  interesting  to  note,  that  while  Piazzoni  had  completely  distilled  his  influences  by 
the  time  he  began  these  murals,  they  are  clearly  influenced  by  the  art  of  the  orient. 
Many  feel  that  an  Asian  museum  would  be  enhanced  by  these  works. 

"In  the  event  that  it  is  decided  to  remove  the  murals,  I'd  like  to  say  something  about 
the  Piazzoni  Foundation  and  its  ultimate  goals.  The  foundation  was  conceived  as  a 
way  of  converting  Piazzoni's  status  of  greatest  lost  artist  to  one  of  the  greatest  known 
artists.  The  foundation  will  own,  protect  and  exhibit  hundreds  of  paintings,  etchings 
and  drawings,  as  well  as  all  the  correspondence  and  memorabilia. 

"To  do  this,  the  tax  exempt  foundation  will  raise  sufficient  funds  to  build  its  own  very 
substantial  museum.  The  site  of  this  museum  has  yet  to  be  chosen,  but  the  two 
locations  under  consideration  are  San  Francisco  and  Marin  County. 

"Should  the  City  of  San  Francisco  decide  to  remove  the  murals  from  the  library,  the 
next  best  home  for  them  would  be  the  Piazzoni  Museum.  Several  weU  known 
architects  have  expressed  an  interest  in  designing  the  museum,  and  were  it  to  house  the 
murals,  a  special  great  hall  would  be  incorporated  into  the  design  so  that  the  paintings 
could  be  viewed  in  a  setting  nearly  as  spacious  as  their  present  one."  (Russell 
Chatham,  Piazzoni  Foundation) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted. 
Comment 

"Some  forty  years  ago  I  retumed  from  two  and  a  half  years  in  Europe  on  a  traveling 
fellowship  in  Art  from  the  University  of  California  at  Berkeley.  When  I  came  back  I 
saw  the  bay  area  in  an  entirely  new  way.  I  wanted  to  commit  myself  to  a  deeper 
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understanding  of  the  environment  and  the  images  of  nature,  which  had  taken  on  a  new 
importance  to  me  as  a  painter.  It  was  in  that  context  that  I  discovered  the  art  of 
Gottardo  Piazzoni  in  the  buildings  at  U.C.  Berkeley  and  in  the  murals  around  the  great 
staircase  of  the  Main  Library.  These  murals  have  never  lost  their  meaning  for  me  as  a 
painter.  Without  question  they  are  the  most  important  murals  in  San  Francisco.  I  take 
out  of  town  visitors  from  the  East  Coast  and  Europe  to  see  them,  and  they  have  always 
responded  with  excitement. 

"Now  I  leam  that  there  is  a  plan  to  remove  these  murals  from  their  walls  when  the 
Asian  Art  Museum  occupies  the  library.  It  is  shocking  to  think  that  this  great 
ensemble  of  painting  and  architecture  will  be  lost  forever.  They  are  of  great  artistic 
imponance  to  the  city  of  San  Francisco,  and  must  be  allowed  to  stay  in  place.  In  their 
own  way  the  murals  make  reference  to  an  oriental  sensibility  with  their  sense  of 
contemplation  and  respect  for  nature  which  is  in  keeping  with  the  Asian  Art  Museum. 
They  are  one  of  the  treasures  of  this  city  and  need  to  be  protected,  so  that  future 
generations  can  leam  to  share  in  the  poetry  of  one  of  the  most  important  artists  of  the 
West  Coast."  (Fred  Reichman) 

"Please,  also,  preserve  the  beautiful  murals  and  other  art  objects  of  the  old  library, 
either  in  the  old  or  new  building."  (Frederick  L.  Miller). 

"The  landscaj)e  murals  in  the  central  space  of  the  Public  Library  building,  painted  by 
Gottardo  Piazzoni  (1872-1945),  should  remain  in  place,  deserving  of  national 
recognition  as  one  of  the  San  Francisco's  most  significant  works  of  art. 

"The  plan  of  the  central  stairway  and  flanking  balconies  represents  a  unity  of  form  and 
design,  a  perfect  balance  between  an  and  architecture.  I  am  Piazzoni's  grandson,  a 
native  of  the  city,  long  involved  in  the  arts.  Objectively  speaking,  I  feel  that  San 
Francisco  may  take  a  major  step  toward  reestablishing  its  former  reputation  as  'the 
city  that  knows  how'  by  protecting  these  magnificent  paintings. 

"Revived  interest  in  Piazzoni  by  museum  curators,  critics,  collectors,  and  art  historians 
confirm  his  place  as  a  great  American  artist.  All  bay  area  museums  own  Piazzonis; 
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U.C.  Berkeley  houses  a  permanent  display  of  eight  large,  major  Piazzonis  in  Hertz 
Hall.  Nancy  Boas,  writing  in  the  S.  F.  Chronicle  (2/5/90),  proposes  that  Piazzoni 
'deserves  a  national  reputation.' 

(his)  serene  landscape  with  their  simplified  forms  are  significant  examples  of 
early-20th  century  symbolist  and  tonalist  painting  .  .  .  Piazzoni 's  murals  in  the 
S.  F.  Public  Library  are  some  of  the  most  interesting  American  public  decorative 
cycles  of  the  1930's  still  on  display.  Yet,  Piazzoni  remains  a  local,  not  a  national 
figure. 

"The  Commission  should  validate  this  major  work  of  art  and  architecture.  Whatever  is 
housed  in  this  building  in  the  future  could  only  be  enhanced  by  these  surroundings,  a 
link  between  past  and  present  and  among  varied  cultural  currents.  An  Asian  museum 
would  be  appropriately  enhanced  by  these  timeless  (partly  orientally-influenced) 
designs. 

"I  urge  you  to  protect  this  priceless  heritage."  (Thomas  Wood) 

"I  am  told  that  you  have  under  consideration,  the  disposition  of  the  San  Francisco 
Main  Library.  Does  this  mean  that  it  may  be  tom  down  or  put  to  another  not 
compatible  use.  Whatever  is  the  case  I  implore  you  to  arrange  for  the  preservation  of 
the  Gottardo  Piazzoni  fresco  murals.  These  marvelous  works  of  art  are  a  part  of  San 
Francisco's  heritage. 

"Piazzoni,  as  I  presume  you  are  aware,  was  one  of  the  great  American  artists  of  the 
first  half  of  the  20th  century.  San  Francisco  was  honored  indeed  to  have  him  create 
these  beautiful  murals  for  posterity.  They  are  a  superb  expression  of  the  superior 
artistic  consciousness  of  our  city  and  must  be  preserved  for  the  enjoyment  and  benefit 
of  future  generations."  (Ben  C.  Deane) 

"I  have  just  heard  this  minute  that  you  are  considering  your  Environmental  Impact 
Report  this  coming  Monday,  December  23.  As  it  deals  with  the  future  of  the  Library 
and  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  I  am  keenly  interested  in  the  fate  of  the  Gottardo  Piazzoni 
murals. 


o  r,r>  1  fkc 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Response 


"My  parents  were  Ansley  and  Helen  Salze  who  were  the  originators  of  the  plan  for 
Piazzoni  to  paint  his  beautiful  murals  in  the  space  surrounding  the  Great  Hall  and 
Grand  Staircase  in  the  current  library.  They  were  also  the  principal  donors,  as  well  as 
fund  raisers  for  this  project. 

"I  have  heard  that  the  Library  Commission  is  against  placing  the  murals  in  the  new 
library.  But,  more  importantly,  I  understand  the  EIR  due  to  come  before  you  assumes 
the  murals  will  be  removed. 

"As  the  murals  were  commissioned  for  the  library  space  they  now  occupy,  it  would  be 
dreadful  to  consider  moving  them  at  all.  It  would  risk  the  destruction  of  a  great  piece 
of  art.  Also,  we  have  in  these  murals,  the  elegant  spirit  of  simplicity  so  Asian  in 
feeling. 

"Under  the  circumstances  what  indeed  could  be  more  appropriate  than  these  paintings 
of  California  by  a  distinguished  San  Francisco  artist.  They  have  been  painted  in  this 
host  city  at  one  edge  of  the  Pacific  Rim.  And  now  fifty  years  later  they  are  still 
hanging,  ready  to  help  house  the  distinguished  works  of  art  coming  to  use  form  the 
opposite  edges  of  the  Pacific  Rim  in  the  Orient. 

"I  certainly  hope  you  will  vote  to  conserve  the  murals  in  the  New  Asian  Art  Museum 
and  let  them  remain  on  view  just  where  they  hang  now  as  one  of  the  great  legacies  to 
San  Francisco."  (Anne  S.  Perlman) 

"As  the  daughter  of  Gottardo  F.  P.  Piazzoni,  I  am  particularly  interested  in  the  fate  of 
my  father's  murals  which  adorn  the  walls  of  the  Grand  Staircase  Hallway  Corridors  in 
the  Main  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library. 

"These  murals  were  painted  specifically  for  the  spaces  they  now  occupy.  The  murals 
depict  California,  ten  of  which  depict  the  coast  and  the  hills  —  i.e.,  the  sea  and  the 
land.  Four  murals  depict;  the  Mountains,  the  Forest,  Night  and  Dawn.  My  father  died 
before  completing  the  last  two  murals  for  the  west  end  of  the  Staircase  Hallway. 
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"The  great  simplicity  of  the  murals  could  be  the  influence  of  Asian  Art.  These  murals 
are  great  art,  in  the  truest  sense  of  the  word.  These  murals  reflect  no  special  time  -- 
they  are  timeless,  and  yet  they  are  of  all  time.  These  murals  reflect  no  nationality, 
they  are  universal. 

"Since  these  murals  were  completed  specifically  for  the  Library  Building,  to  move 
them  for  any  reason  would  not  only  be  extremely  costly,  but  could  be  damaging  to  the 
mural  paintings.  These  murals  should  stay  where  they  are. 

"When  Elie  Faure,  the  famous  French  art  historian,  author  and  art  critic,  visited  San 
Francisco  and  saw  the  Library  Murals,  he  remarked,  'very  pure,  very  simple,  a 
magnificent  work.'  (Mireille  Piazzoni  Wood) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  The  commenters'  opinions  against  the  proposed 
removal  of  the  murals  are  not  a  comment  directed  to  the  content  of  the  EIR,  and 
thus  require  no  response.  As  part  of  these  Comments  and  Responses,  they  will  be 
forwarded  to  the  decision  makers  for  their  consideration. 

Please  see  also  the  response  on  pp.  C&R.88  -  96  herein  regarding  the  impact  of 
removing  the  murals  from  the  existing  Main  Library  in  the  context  of  the  historic 
districts.  As  discussed  there,  removing  the  Piazzoni  murals  would  have  a 
significant  impact  on  a  contributory  building  in  a  National  Historic  Landmark 
District.  The  EIR  includes  a  new  set  of  mitigation  measures  that  would,  if 
adopted,  avoid  this  impact  (see  pp.  C&R.161  -  163). 

inni.aflrm  .Sfr^ 

Comment 

"Also,  more  attention  should  be  given  to  the  buOding  proposed  for  demolition  at 
100  Larkin  Street,  in  view  of  its  historic  and  architectural  importance."  (Michael  M. 
Levin) 


C&R.107 
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"Page  83,  third  paragraph: 

"This  dismissal  of  the  100  Larkin  Building  is  totally  inadequate.  This  buUding  is  an 
imponant  record  of  the  use  of  the  Civic  Center  during  the  Second  World  War.  There 
should  be  some  discussion  of  why  this  building  was  not  deemed  worthy  of  some  effort 
to  ensure  its  preservation.  To  give  it  such  short  shrift  is  dismaying. 

"[Suggested  Mitigation  Measure,  Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources!  A 
good  example  of  Art  Deco  architecture,  the  buUding  could  be  moved  to  another  City 
site,  such  as  McLaren  Park,  to  serve  as  a  Recreation  Center.  It  would  not  be  necessary 
to  move  the  building's  addition."  (Vincent  Marsh,  LPAB) 

Response 

The  EIR  does  not  dismiss  the  100  Larkin  Street  building  and  is  not  inadequate. 
The  EIR  describes  the  building  and  includes  photos  of  it  (Figures  13  and  22, 
pp.  60  and  94),  describes  its  ratings  for  architectural  merit,  and  describes  its 
proposed  demolition  as  part  of  the  project.  The  architectural  style  of  the 
100  Larkin  Street  building  is  described  in  the  second  paragraph  on  EIR  p.  62. 
The  architectural  ratings  given  the  buUding  in  the  1976  DCP  inventory  and  by 
Heritage  are  included  there.  The  100  Larkin  Street  building  is  not  identified  as 
contributory  to  the  National  Register  Historic  District  and  the  National  Historic 
Landmark  District  designations,  and  is  also  designated  non-contributory  under  the 
proposed  Civic  Center  Historic  District  (as  stated  in  the  second  paragraph  on  EIR 
p.  62).  The  EIR  authors  concluded  that  its  demolition,  or  removal  from  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  existing  and  proposed  Historic  Districts,  would  not  be 
considered  a  significant  adverse  effect  of  the  proposed  project  under  CEQA. 
Mitigation  measures  thus  are  not  applicable,  although  documentation  of  the 
building  per  HABS  standards  (see  p.  C&R.94)  could  be  included  in  the  project  by 
the  sponsor  or  the  decision  makers. 

The  last  sentence  of  paragraph  two,  p.  62  of  the  DEIR,  is  replaced  with  the 
following  to  include  designations  under  the  two  National  Historic  Districts; 
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The  building  is  not  identified  in  the  district  nomination  forms  as 
contributory  to  the  National  Register  Historic  District  or  the  National 
Historic  Landmark  District.  It  is  identified  as  Non-contributory  in  the 
proposed  local  Civic  Center  Historic  District,  was  rated  "2"  in  the  1976 
DCP  inventory,  and  received  a  "B"  rating  from  Heritage. 

Regarding  the  use  of  the  100  Larkin  Street  by  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department,  suggested  by  the  commenter,  that  department  considered  moving  the 
structure  to  McLaren  Park  for  use  as  a  visitor  center.  The  move  was  rejected 
because  of  costs  to  move  and  renovate  the  building,  compared  to  constructing  a 
new  building,  and  because  security  concerns  (e.g.,  installation  of  metal  grates 
over  windows,  "graffiti-proofing")  and  location  atop  a  hill  (as  a  visitor  center) 
could  be  seen  to  diminish  the  building's  architectural  value. /9/  According  to  the 
project  sponsor,  no  other  City  agency  or  individual  has  expressed  interest  in 
relocating  the  building. /1 0/ 

Please  see  also  the  response  on  pp.  C&R.88  -  96  herein  regarding  the  impact  of 
demolishing  the  100  Larkin  Street  building  in  the  context  of  the  historic  districts. 
As  noted  there,  demolition  of  the  building  would  not  have  a  significant 
envirionmental  impact. 

Pi<Hiccr  Monomciit 


Comment 

"p.  83.  Last  paragraph.  Discussion  of  the  alternate  sites  would  be  greatly  simpUfied  if 
a  reference  were  made  to  Fig.  37  page  194  where  they  are  clearly  pinpointed.  The 
entire  paragraph  could  be  re-written  and  the  last  sentence  expanded  upon  to  recognize 
the  area's  history  which  is  sadly  neglected."  (Commenter's  emphasis  retained)  (Ed 
Michael) 

Response 

Figure  37  is  referenced  on  EIR  p.  84  in  the  fourth  full  paragraph.  In  response  to 
the  commenter,  additional  site  history  has  been  incorporated  into  the 
Environmental  Setting  Section  (see  pp.  C&R.46  -  62). 


C&R.109 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Respon; 


The  following  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  first  sentence  of  the  fourth  paragraph  on 
DEIR  p.  83: 

(See  Figure  37,  p.  194) 

Please  see  also  the  response  on  pp.  C&R.88  -  96  herein  regarding  the  impact  of 
relocating  the  monument  in  the  context  of  ihe  historic  districts,  and  see  other 
Comments  and  Responses  conceming  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  this  document, 
under  Altematives  B.l  and  B.2,  pp.  C&R.175  -  216. 

Cultural  Resources 

Comment 

"Page  67,  regarding  the  New  Main  Library,  delete  the  last  sentence  and  substitute  new 
paragraph: 

"Portions  of  the  pre- 1906  City  Hall  would  probably  be  encountered  during  excavation 
for  the  New  Main  Library  building.  The  massive  foundations  probably  still  exist,  as  it 
may  have  been  cheaper  to  fill  them  in  than  to  remove  them.  Other  portions  of  the 
building  fabric  may  also  exist,  as  well  as  smaller  artifacts.  Information  which  could  be 
gleaned  from  these  remains  would  include  studies  of  the  building's  occupants  and 
habits,  uses  and  construction  history  (it  began  ambitiously  under  architect  Augustus 
Laver,  and  was  continued  for  nearly  30  years  under  a  variety  of  directors,  with  various 
levels  of  honesty  and  dishonesty)."  (Vincent  Marsh,  LPAB) 

Response 

The  possibility  of  encountering  artifacts  from  the  Old  City  Hall  is  mentioned  on 
EIR  p.  67  as  noted  by  the  commenter  and  discussed  in  greater  detail  under 
Environmental  Impacts,  on  DEIR  p.  86,  first  full  paragraph.  A  new  fourth 
sentence  is  added  there  as  follows: 

Such  artifacts  could  yield  information  about  building  occupants,  users  and 
construction  history. 
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Comment 

"Page  67,  bottom  of  page:  Better  put  in  something  about  need  to  consult  Native 
American  groups  if  any  Indian  bodies,  or  artifacts  are  found.  Was  necessary  in  Verba 
Buena  Center,  I  think. 

"Page  85,  Paragraph  2:  Need  to  say  what  Native  American  groups  will  be  notified  if 
anything  is  foimd."  (Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

The  commenter  refers  to  California  law  which  requires  that,  when  human  remains 
are  discovered  on  an  excavation  site,  the  county  coroner  must  be  notified.  If  the 
coroner  determines  that  the  remains  are  those  of  (a)  Native  American(s),  the 
coroner  must  notify  the  Native  American  Heritage  Commission,  which,  in  turn, 
notifies  the  nearest  descendants  of  the  person(s)  whose  remains  were  located. 
These  steps  are  legally  required,  and,  therefore,  are  not  mitigation  measures  under 
CEQA. 

NOTES  -  Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources 

III    Look,  David  W.,  Chief,  Preservation  Assistance  Branch,  Division  of  National  Register 
Programs,  National  Park  Service,  letter,  January  28,  1992. 

Ill    National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  Inventory -Nomination  Form  for  Civic  Center 
Historic  District,  December  1974,  and  National  Register  of  Historic  Places, 
Inventory-Nomination  Form  for  Civic  Center  National  Historic  Landmark  District, 
November  1984. 

/3/    Teichman,  Judith,  Project  Manager,  Asian  at  the  Civic  Center,  letters,  January  30  and 
February  II,  1992. 

/4/    Marks,  Linda  Sheifler,  conservator,  Asian  Art  Museum,  memorandum  to  Judith 
Teichman,  Project  Manager,  Asian  at  the  Civic  Center,  January  23,  1991. 

151    Lehane,  Debra,  Arts  Collection  Manager,  Arts  Commission,  telephone  conversation, 
January  17,  1992. 

/6/    Alfaro,  Jorge,  project  manager  for  the  Earthquake  Safety  Program,  Department  of  Public 
Works,  telephone  conversation,  January  15,  1992. 

HI    Niewiarowski,  Richard,  Principal,  Rutherford  and  Chekene,  Structural  Engineers, 
telephone  conversation,  January  15,  1992. 
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/8/    Craigo.  Stcade  R..  Acting  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  letter,  January  31.  1992. 

191    Learner.  Deborah,  Plaruier,  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  telephone 
conversation.  Januar)'  24.  1992;  and  Memorandum,  Shannon  Maloney.  Project  Manager, 
Project  Management  Division,  Bureau  of  Engineering,  San  Francisco  Department  of 
Puhlic  Works,  to  Deborah  Learner,  March  9,  1990. 

/lO/  Abel.  Russell,  Project  Manager.  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  Bureau  of  Architecture, 
interview,  January  .M,  1992. 

URBAN  DESIGN  AND  VISUAL  QUALITY 
Comment 

"p.  70.  3rd  and  4th  paragraphs  and  1st  and  2nd  paragraphs  on  p.  7L  I  have  difficulty 
getting  the  thrust  of  these  paragraphs,  particularly  the  3rd  one  on  p.  70.  Reading  and 
re-reading  it,  I  come  away  not  only  confused  by  what  is  printed  but  also  with  what 
constitutes  a  view.  It  tends  to  promulgate  the  idea  that  because  a  building  is  situated 
with  reference  to  a  particular  site,  it  adversely  interferes  (I  know  of  no  better  words  to 
use)  with  the  long-range  view  from  the  site.  Of  course,  this  is  true  because  these  Civic 
Center  buildings  are  intended  to  be  an  end  in  themselves  —  to  constitute  the  view. 
Nevei  mind  that  the  building  itself  is  far  more  important  to  the  urban  experience  than 
what  might  be  visible  were  the  buUding  not  there!  Now  if  one  were  talking  about  trees 
planted  in  James  J.  Rolph,  Jr.,  Plaza  interfering  with  views  of  the  buildings,  that  would 
be  another  matter  entirely."  (Commenter's  emphasis  retained)  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  intent  of  the  Environmental  Setting,  Urban  Design  discussion  in  the  EIR, 
referenced  by  the  commenter,  is  to  describe  the  setting:  specifically,  what  can  be 
seen  from  the  site,  and  from  where  can  the  site  be  seen.  The  material  is 
descriptive;  no  value  judgment  is  made  or  intended. 

Comment 

"OMISvSION:  In  describing  the  site  the  draft  E.I.R.  omined  an  analysis  of  the  primacy 
of  Market  Street.  Market  Street  is  the  most  important  street  in  San  Francisco.  This 
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wide  meeting  place  of  the  city's  two  major  street  grids  creates  a  strong  image.  The 
Embarcadero  freeway's  blocking  of  a  view  of  the  Ferry  Building  from  Market  Street 
was  an  important  planning  issue  for  35  years.  Commercial  development  in  the  last 
30  years  has  made  it  even  more  the  city's  central  spine.  Important  secondary  streets 
originate  at  Market.  When  civic  sculpture  was  to  be  located,  Market  was  the 
triumphal  way  along  which  it  was  set.  On  the  north  side  of  Market  Street  the  clash  of 
the  two  grids  created  important  sites  exploited  by  prestige  buildings.  Market  was  the 
site  of  the  first  post-war  high-rise,  a  link  to  Market  was  considered  essential  for  the 
Yerba  Buena  Development.  Market  Street  was  chosen  as  the  natural  focus  for  BART 
and  a  bond  issue  was  passed  to  assure  its  rehabilitation.  Currently  the  Art 
Commission  has  a  number  of  projects  under  consideration  to  improve  Market  Street, 
among  them  are  a  possible  mural  to  improve  the  blank  'back'  of  the  Civic  Auditorium 
and  redesign  of  the  freeway  overpass  several  blocks  further  west."  (Ira  Kurlander, 
Mary  Ann  Miller,  SFT) 

Response 

The  following  new  paragraph  is  added  following  the  third  paragraph  on  DEIR 
p.  70: 

The  differently-oriented  South  and  North  of  Market  street  grids  meet  at 
Market  Street.  Civic  Center  views  are  available  along  Market  Street  in  the 
project  vicinity.  These  include  views  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  and  City 
Hail  from  the  Market,  Hyde,  Grove  and  Eighth  Streets  intersection. 

The  EIR  describes  the  project  site's  visual  relationship  to  Market  Street, 
particularly  along  the  Fulton  Street  right-of-way  (United  Nations  Plaza,  proposed 
Fulton  Street  Mall,  and  Civic  Center  Plaza)  on  pp.  68,  70  and  71  in 
Environmental  Setting.  On  p.  100  (and  in  Figures  24  and  25,  pp.  96  and  97), 
under  Environmental  Impacts,  the  EIR  notes  that  the  proposed  New  Main  Library 
would  block  views  of  City  Hall  from  Hyde,  Eighth  and  Market  Streets  and  would 
emphasize  the  visual  corridor  from  Market  Street  to  City  Hall  along  the  Fulton 
Street  right-of-way  (Figure  21,  p.  93). 

The  EIR  discusses  views  from  Market  Street  on  EIR  p.  100.  Please  also  see  the 
response  on  p.  C&R.126. 


C&R.113 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Comment 

"On  page  87  of  the  Draft  EIR,  the  section  called  Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality 
does  not  even  mention  the  compelling  presence  of  the  sculptural  group  known  as  the 
Pioneer  Monument.  It  is  thg  physical  feature  at  the  comer  of  Hyde  and  Grove  Streets. 
Facing  south  across  the  intersection  and  across  Market  Street,  this  large  and  powerful 
bronze  and  marble  sculpture  serves  as  a  visual  focus.  Despite  its  present  neglected 
condition  and  misuse  and  its  lack  of  a  handsome  framing  facade  to  complement  it,  this 
monument  functions  symbolically  to  welcome  visually  the  pedestrian  approaching  the 
Civic  Center  from  the  south. 

"Although  the  removal  of  the  Monument  is  addressed  on  page  83  in  the  Architectural 
and  Historical  Resources  section,  the  loss  should  also  be  considered  a  visual  impact, 
so  that  you  can  make  a  finding  of  significance  and  a  rcquireiiient  to  mitigate  that 
significant  impact  in  a  visaal  way."  (Commenters'  emphasis  retained)  (Ira  Kurlander. 
Mary  Ann  Miller,  SFT) 

"It  is  part  of  our  thesis  that  that  monument  facing  south,  as  it  does,  across  Market 
Street  really  invites  people  into  the  Civic  Center  from  the  South  of  Market.  When  you 
think  of  the  South  of  Market  as  our  next  area  where  growth  is  going  to  occur, 
refurbishment  of  an  area  that  has  been  downgraded  for  so  long,  if  this  monument  were 
facing  across  Market  --  and  we're  indicating  an  entry  to  the  Civic  Center  instead  of 
being  removed  and  put  somewhere  else  —  that  would  be  much  appreciated."  (Mary 
Anne  MUler,  SFT) 

"The  Hyde/Grove  facades  wUl  always  need  a  visual  focus,  because  from  Market 
Street,  the  view  of  the  Civic  Center  will  be  blocked  by  the  New  Main  Library. 
Pedestrians  and  transit  users  will  need  orientation.  If  the  hof)ed-for  Market  Street 
renaissance  and  the  spur  to  redevelopment  south  of  Market  is  ever  to  occur,  it  will 
need  a  strong  spur  from  across  the  street.  A  stronger  Hyde/Grove  comer  defined  by 
another  kind  of  focus,  perhaps  an  obelisk,  an  archway,  a  gateway,  or  sculpture  will 
have  to  be  found.  What  an  irony  it  would  be  to  have  the  Arts  Commission  grant 
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millions  of  dollars  to  have  an  appropriate  sculptural  object  commissioned  for  that 
comer,  if  the  New  Main  as  currently  proposed  were  constructed  and  found  as  raw, 
barren  and  unwelcoming  as  we  find  its  design  to  be  now!"  (Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Arm 
Miller,  SFT) 

Response 

Relocation  of  the  monument  would  change  the  view  of  the  Eighth,  Market,  and 
Hyde  Streets  gore  comer,  both  from  within  and  outside  the  Civic  Center,  as  well 
as  views  at  the  relocation  site.  The  following  new  paragraph  is  added  after  the 
third  fuU  paragraph,  DEIR  p.  100: 

Relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  from  its  current  site  to  another  site 
within  Civic  Center  would  alter  public  views  of  Civic  Center  from  the 
vicinity  of  Eighth  and  Market  Streets  (see  Figures  24  and  25,  pp.  96  -  97), 
and  remove  the  monument  from  its  current  prominent  position  in  views  of 
the  Civic  Center  from  Market  and  Eighth  Streets.  Relocation  of  the 
monument  would  also  alter  public  views  from  within  the  Civic  Center,  both 
of  the  Eighth  and  Market  Streets  intersection  without  the  monument  (see 
Figures  26  and  27,  pp.  98  -  99)  and  of  the  new  site  of  the  Monument. 


The  EIR  authors  have  concluded  that  the  project's  impact  on  Urban  Design  would 
not  be  significant,  and  therefore  no  mitigation  would  be  required.  (Please  see  also 
the  related  response  on  pp.  C&R.l  16  - 1 17.)  As  stated  on  EIR  p.  186,  the 
findings  of  significant  impact  are  subject  to  final  determination  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  as  part  of  certification  of  the  EIR. 


Comment 


"Page  87,  Urban  Design  and  Quality  The  urban  design  and  visual  quality  of  the 
proposed  new  structure  is  a  failure  on  the  Hyde  and  [Grove]  intersection.  This 
ceremonial  entry  from  Market  Street  does  not  meet  the  street  nor  does  it  provide  any 
hint  that  the  building  is  meant  to  have  a  public  use.  This  elevation  intersection  needs 
to  be  redesigned.  Merely  adding  windows  or  vitrines  for  display  will  not  alleviate  the 
failure  of  the  design."  (Vincent  Marsh,  LPAB) 


C&R.l  15 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Resp 


"Regarding  the  structure  of  the  DEIR,  it  is  very  important  that  the  inadequate  and 
tlawed  design  of  the  Hyde  and  Grove  Street  facades  be  addressed  as  an  impact  in  the 
Urbiui  Design  and  Visual  Quality  section  of  the  Draft.  If  discussion  of  the  inadequacy 
of  the  design  is  not  made  in  this  section,  it  would  be  difficult  technically  to  make  a 
finding  of  significant  impact  on  the  urban  design  and  visual  quality  of  the  historic 
districts  and  of  the  building  itself. 

"It  is  our  inescapable  conclusion  that  there  would  be  a  significant  impact  on  the  Civic 
Center  as  an  historic  district  and  as  the  City's  chief  urban  visual  amenity  from  both: 

"a.     the  poor  Visual  Quality  of  the  Proposed  Project  with  its  deficient  facade 
design;  and 

"b.     the  loss  of  Visual  Quality  from  the  removal  of  the  Monument  as  it  faces 
across  Market  Street  in  its  historic  location, 

"This  would  be  a  two-fold  significant  impact,  resulting  from  the  same  action:  not 
incorporating  the  Monument  into  the  design  of  the  new  building.  We  believe  the  San 
Francisco  Tomorrow  alternative  is  the  only  design  proposed  so  far  that  would  properly 
mitigate  these  significant  impacts,  by  retaining  the  Monument  and  create  a  handsome 
visual  frame.  If  there  were  a  compelling  and  handsome  building  design  to  replace  the 
monument  and  its  visual  function  to  orient,  guide  and  direct  the  eye,  it  might  be  said 
the  impact  of  removal  could  be  mitigated. 

"A  significant  Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality  Impact  (as  described  below)  could  be 
mitigated  only  by  a  major  change  in  the  design  which  would  be  a  mitigation  of  the 
urban  desigi  and  visual  impacts  themselves."  (Commenters'  emphasis  retained)  (Ira 
Kurlander,  Mary  Ann  Miller,  SFT) 

Response 

The  EIR  authors  have  not  concluded  that  the  project's  impact  on  Urban  Design 
would  be  significant;  thus  no  mitigation  would  be  required.  As  noted  on 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


EIR  p.  186,  the  findings  of  significant  impacts  are  subject  to  final  detemiination 
by  the  City  Planning  Commission  as  part  of  its  certification  process  for  the  EIR. 
That  chapter  in  the  Final  EIR  will  be  revised,  if  necessary,  to  reflect  the  City 
Planning  Commission's  findings. 


Chapter  IV,  Environmental  Impacts,  B.  Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality,  pp.  87  - 
101,  compares  the  scale,  age  and  style  of  nearby  development  to  major  design 
components  of  the  proposed  project.  The  following  new  paragraph  is  added 
following  the  first  fuU  paragraph,  DEIR  p.  100: 

The  design  of  the  Hyde  Street  and  Grove  Street  facades,  as  proposed,  would 
differ  from  existing  major  public  buildings  in  the  Civic  Center  core.  These 
two  facades  would  not  include  a  rusticated  base,  or  a  series  of  columns  or 
pilasters  and  windows,  and  certain  exterior  wall  planes  would  be  offset 
from  the  perpendicular.  These  two  facades  would  be  contemporary  in  style 
compared  to  the  Beaux  Arts  style  of  the  adjacent  existing  library  building 
(proposed  Asian  Art  Museum),  and  other  older  buildings  in  the  Civic 
Center.  The  two  facades  would  relate  to  newer  buildings  such  as  the  State 
Comp)ensation  Insurance  Fund  Building  at  Ninth  and  Market  Streets  and 
buildings  at  1155  and  1170  Market  Street,  and  would  contrast  with  nearby 
older  development  on  Market  Street,  such  as  the  Orpheum  Theater  and  the 
Ramada  Inn  (former  San  Franciscan  Hotel). 


Policies  of  the  Urban  Design  Element  and  Civic  Center  Area  Plan  applicable  to 
the  project  are  included  on  EIR  p.  43  -  44,  and  photomontages  illustrating  views 
of  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  within  the  existing  context  of  development  in 
the  area,  with  before  and  after  photos,  are  included  on  EIR  p.  88  -  99.  This 
information  is  provided,  in  part,  to  allow  the  EIR  reader  to  review  the  project 
design.  These  comments  and  responses  will  be  distributed  to  the  decision 
makers,  and  comments  on  project  design  may  be  used  by  them  in  making  a 
decision  on  the  project  itself.  Urban  Design  issues  are,  to  some  extent,  subjective 
in  nature.  The  EIR  is  intended  to  be  descriptive  and  allow  decision  makers  and 
the  public  to  make  appropriate  judgments  on  the  basis  of  information  in  the  EIR. 


Please  see  also  the  response  under  "Significant  Environmental  Effects  That 
Cannot  Be  Avoided  if  the  Proposed  Project  is  Implemented,"  pp.  C&R.166  -  173. 


C&R.117 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Respon: 


Coimnent 

Tm   .    vice  president  of  our  little  neighborhood  organization,  the  Liberty  Hill 
Neighborhood  Association.  I'm  secretary  of  the  coalition. 

"I  would  like  to  voice  my  strong  objection  to  the  architectural  design  for  the  new  Main 
Library  &  proposals  to  make  drastic  alterations  to  the  superb  Beaux  Arts  exterior  of 
the  old  Main  Library  as  described  in  the  San  Francisco  Independent  today. 

"I  wanted  to  express  my  personal  opinion  that  I  can't  understand  why  these  terrible 
design  proposals  are  being  piggybacked  on  the  great  need  for  a  new  improved  Main 
Library.  I  think  when  you  look  from  the  old  to  the  new  design  on  the  Civic  Center 
side,  it  is  incredibly  severe.  It  is  late  in  the  day  to  say  that  one  doesn't  like  it,  but  I 
think  it's  a  very  poor  design.  I  am  shocked  that  we  hired  this  prestige  architectural 
firm,  and  I  think  they  have  really  fallen  down  on  the  design  that  they  have  presented. 

"The  choice  of  the  old  Main  Library  building  to  house  the  dazzling  collection  of  the 
Asian  Art  Museum  seems  very  bizarre  and  discordant  —  it  is  like  putting  the  Classical 
Antiquities  collection  of  the  Getty  Museum  in  Malibu  into  a  suf)erb  Buddhist  Temple. 
I  find  it  disrespectful  to  the  works  of  art  &  the  work  of  architecture  at  one  and  the 
same  time.  The  architecture  and  the  artworks  were  created  in  eras  that  anticipated  no 
such  disparate  and  unflattering  combination  of  styles  —  there  is  a  real  disrespect  for  the 
pa.st  here. 

"The  design  of  the  new  Main  continues  this  theme.  The  'conforming  facades'  do  not 
in  fact  conform,  such  is  their  brutal  severity  and  the  two  rear  walls  not  only  fail  to 
provide  a  welcoming  Market  Street  entrance  convenient  to  public  transit,  but  also  at 
first  resembled  factory  walls  and  re-designed  still  looked  like  a  factory  with  the 
addition  of  the  ventilation  grills  on  the  back  of  the  Civic  Center  Auditorium  a  block 
away.  .  .  .  I  can't  understand  how  this  could  constitute  conformity  to  the  Market  Street 
General  Appearance  .  .  .  Inside,  unnecessary  City  offices  are  provided,  yet  outside  the 
magnificent  old  Pioneer  Monument  (which  was  never  designed  to  be  seen  'against  an 
open  sky'  but  rather  against  a  rounded  facade)  must,  according  to  these  proposals,  be 
very  unnecessarily  dismantled  and  moved  at  great  expense. 


C&R.118 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Resp 


"The  contrast  in  styles  is  terrible  between  the  new  design  and  the  old  design.  The  eye 
will  travel  quickly  from  the  new  Main  to  the  old  Main  when  they  are  up,  and  you  will 
quickly  perceive  the  inferiority  of  the  design  of  the  new  one. 

"Removing  the  statues  from  the  facade  of  the  old  Main  would  wreck  the  design.  I 
can't  understand  what  could  be  replaced  that  would  balance  out  the  design  of  that 
facade  well  enough. 

"Please  reject  these  gross  and  insensitive  design  proposals  which  would  badly  degrade 
our  incomparable  Civic  Center."  (John  Barbey,  Liberty  Hill  Neighborhood 
Association) 

There  is  a  page  here  to  show  how  the  Pioneer  Monument  could  be  used  to  diffuse  the 
packing  crate  mentality  of  the  present  library  design.  I  don't  know  where  architects 
get  some  of  their  ideas.  I  don't  now  if  they  ever  go  into  a  library  and  understand  the 
users  of  the  library.  True,  I  should  have  studied  in  detail  the  outline  of  the  architecture 
of  the  new  Main  Library  proposal,  but  even  on  the  surface  of  it,  it  reminds  one  of 
packing  crates,  and  I  don't  think  that  books  are  the  kinds  of  things  that  should  be  in 
that  kind  of  enviroiunent,  even  though  they  are  square  and  they  do  go  on  shelves,  and 
you  do  have  to  use  careful  storage  for  them. 

"So  let  us,  please,  get  the  architects  to  rethink  some  of  their  work.  If  they  are  going  to 
charge  the  fees  they  do  charge,  they  ought  to  come  up  with  something  that  at  least  has 
some  humanity  and  some  understanding  to  it."  (Margaret  Segal,  Coalition  of 
San  Francisco  Neighborhoods) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  Urban  design  and  visual  quality  aspects  of  the  proposed 
New  Main  Library  facade  design  at  Hyde  and  Grove  Streets  are  discussed  on 
EIR  pp.  87  and  100;  Figures  24  -  27,  pp.  96  -  99,  illustrate  the  proposed  design  of 
the  facades  from  Eighth  and  Market  Streets  (Figures  24  and  25),  and  from  Hyde 
Street  near  Fulton  Street  (Figures  26  and  27).  See  also  the  response  to  the 
comment  above,  concerning  Urban  Design  issues. 


C&R.119 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


ConiiiKnt 

"I  just  have  one  comment.  Figure  25  on  Page  97  demonstrates  to  me  that,  at  least 
through  this  photomontage,  that  the  design  of  the  library  on  this  side,  on  the  Market 
Street  side,  doesn't  fit  in  with  the  Market  Street  buildings  there.  And  I  know  we  have 
had  a  couple  of  hearings  on  this,  and  although  we  do  not  have  final  authority  over  this 
design,  we  did  take  a  look  at  it  a  couple  or  several  months  ago,  and  essentially  signed 
off  on  the  design.  But  I  think  this  photomontage  stQl  causes  me  some  concem  about 
whether  this  design  on  this  side  of  the  building  fits  in. 

"So  1  would  like  the  EIR  to  evaluate  this  view  of  the  library,  in  light  of  the  relevant 
Master  Plan  policies  on  setting  and  the  visual  design  of  the  Civic  Center  area.  And  I 
do  believe  that  that's  been  missing  from  the  EIR.  and  I  would  like  that  contribution." 
(Commissioner  James  Morales) 

Response 

Master  Plan  policies  and  objectives  that  are  relevant  to  the  proposed  project 
design  are  identified  on  EIR  pp.  43  -  44.  The  following  response  repeats  these 
objectives  and  policies  and  briefly  describes  the  project  in  relation  to  them. 

As  noted  above,  on  p.  C&R.  1 17,  Urban  Design  issues  are,  to  some  extent, 
subjective.  The  EIR  is  intended  to  be  descriptive  and  allow  the  public  and 
decision  makers  to  make  appropriate  judgments  on  the  basis  of  the  EIR.  The  EIR 
itself  does  not  make  these  judgments.  The  City  Planning  Commission  or 
Department  of  City  Planning  must  review  how,  on  balance,  a  project  responds  to 
Master  Plan  goals  and  policies.  (See  also  Comments  and  Responses  on 
pp.  C&R. 32  -42. 

The  Civic  Center  Area  Plan 

The  Civic  Center  Area  Plan  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  contains  provisions 
that  encourage  preservation  of  the  Civic  Center  as  the  center  of  government  in 
San  Francisco: 


C&R.  120 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


•  Objective  1  of  the  Civic  Center  Plan,  "Maintain  and  reinforce  the  Civic 
Center  as  the  symbolic  and  ceremonial  focus  of  community  government 
and  culture." 

•  Policy  1  under  Objective  1,  "Emphasize  key  public  buildings,  particularly 
City  Hall,  through  visually  prominent  siting." 

The  New  Main  Library  would  be  sited  on  the  lone  remaining,  largely 
undeveloped  parcel  within  the  Civic  Center,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  54,  paragraph  2. 
As  such,  it  would  be  visually  prominent  and  would  be  the  first  Civic  Center 
structure  visible  from  the  intersection  of  Eighth  and  Market  Streets. 

•  Policy  2  of  Objective  1,  "Maintain  the  formal  architectural  character  of  the 
Civic  Center."  The  discussion  under  this  policy  notes  that  "the  core  of  the 
Civic  Center  is  composed  of  classic  Greek  revival  structures  of  exceptional 
quality  that  set  the  architectural  character  of  the  area."  The  discussion 
continues,  that  other  features  of  the  Civic  Center  include  symmetrical 
arrangement  of  buildings,  uniform  height,  and  common  building  lines  and 
architectural  features. 

As  noted  on  EIR  p.  87,  paragraph  5,  the  Larkin  and  Fulton  Street  facades  of  the 
New  Main  Library  would  be  designed  to  complement,  although  they  would  not 
replicate,  the  existing  Beaux  Arts  architecture  of  other  major  Civic  Center 
buildings,  and  in  particular,  the  existing  library  building.  Those  new  facades, 
with  projecting,  square-framed  windows,  would  differ  from  the  prevailing  pattem 
among  older  Beaux  Arts  buildings  in  the  Civic  Center  of  recessed,  arched 
windows  and  would  thus  create  somewhat  different  light  and  shadow  pattems. 

As  described  in  paragraph  5,  EIR  p.  87,  the  Fulton  and  Larkin  facades  of  the  New 
Main  Library,  of  Beaux  Arts  style,  are  intended  to  relate  closely  to  the  existing 
library.  As  described  there,  "The  east  end  of  the  new  library's  Fulton  Street  side 
has  been  designed  in  a  contemporary,  unembeUished  style,  with  similar  materials 
.  .  .  intended  as  a  transition  between  the  Beaux  Arts  north  and  west  sides  of  the 
building  and  the  modem  east  and  south  facades."  As  stated  in  the  last  partial 
paragraph  of  EIR  p.  87,  "the  contemporary  Hyde  Street  and  Grove  Street  facades 
would  consist  of  granite  walls  with  large  punched  windows  recessed  from  the 
wall  surface,"  shown  in  EIR  Figures  24  -  27,  EIR  pp.  96  -  99. 


C&R.121 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Architectural  features  of  the  Hyde  and  Grove  Street  facades  would  differ  from  the 
architectural  character  of  the  older,  prominent  buildings  in  the  core  area  of  the 
Civic  Center;  they  would  be  more  similar  to  new  structures  built  around  the 
Market  Street  periphery  of  the  Civic  Center,  such  as  10  United  Nations  Plaza, 
1 155  Market  Street,  1 170  Market  Street,  and  the  State  Compensation  Insurance 
Fund  Building  at  1275  Market  Street.  The  offset  element  of  the  New  Main 
Library,  which  would  be  parallel  to  Market  Street,  is  intended  by  the  architect  to 
create  a  relationship  between  the  Grove  and  Hyde  Street  facades  and  newer 
development  on  Market  Street. 

The  New  Main  Library  would  be  the  same  height  and  of  similar  major 
dimensions  as  the  existing  library  building  and  the  other  key  Civic  Center 
buildings,  as  noted  on  EIR  pp.  87  -  100.  It  would  occupy  most  of  the  block 
bounded  by  Larkin.  Fulton,  Hyde  and  Grove  Streets  and  would  be  similar  in  mass 
to  other  important  Civic  Center  buildings. 

Policy  3  of  Objective  1 ,  "Design  Civic  Center  buildings  and  open  spaces  to 
serve  as  public  gathering  places  for  ceremonial,  cultural,  recreational,  and 
other  community  activities." 

The  New  Main  Library  would  serve  as  a  focal  point  for  public  activity,  through 
its  collections  and  services,  the  use  of  its  auditorium  and  meeting  rooms,  which 
would  provide  expanded  capacity  for  these  activities,  and  its  prominent  location 
facing  Civic  Center  Plaza. 

•        Policy  4  of  Objective  1 ,  "Provide  a  sense  of  identity  and  cohesiveness 
through  unifying  street  and  Plaza  design  treatments."  The  discussion 
accompanying  the  policy  encourages  the  use  of  common  design  elements, 
recommending  that  "the  color  and  texture  of  materials  should  be  used 
throughout  the  area  to  enforce  its  overall  unity." 

The  New  Main  Library  would  use  granite  cladding  similar  to  the  material  used  on 
the  existing  library  building  and  other  Civic  Center  buildings.  Windows  on  the 
Larkin  and  Fulton  Street  sides  would  include  metal  grilles  similar  to  those  the 
existing  library  building,  iilthough  the  windows  on  the  New  Main  Library  would 
Ix'  rectangular  and  would  project  slightly  from  the  building;  the  windows  on  the 
existing  library  are  arched  and  in.set. 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

•  Policy  5  of  Objective  1 ,  "Maintain  existing  streets  as  vehicular,  pedestrian 
or  open  space  corridors." 

This  policy  does  not  directly  apply  to  the  design  issue  raised  by  the  commenter. 
Urban  Design  Element 

•  Objective  1  of  the  Urban  Design  Element,  "Emphasis  of  the  characteristic 
pattem  which  gives  to  the  city  and  its  neighborhoods  an  image,  a  sense  of 
purpose,  and  a  means  of  orientation." 

•  Policy  3  of  Objective  1,  "Recognize  that  buildings,  when  seen  together, 
produce  a  total  effect  that  characterizes  the  city  and  its  districts." 

•  Policy  7  of  Objective  1,  "Recognize  the  natural  boundaries  of  districts,  and 
promote  connections  between  districts." 

As  noted  above,  the  New  Main  Library  would  reflect  the  existing  Beaux  Arts 
design  of  the  major  public  buildings  in  the  Civic  Center  on  its  Larkin  and  Fulton 
Street  sides,  while  reflecting  newer  development  near  the  Civic  Center  on  its 
Hyde  and  Grove  Street  facades.  As  such,  the  building  could  be  seen  as 
transitional,  while  at  the  same  time,  not  entirely  in  keeping  with  the  overall 
formal  design  scheme  of  Civic  Center. 

•  Objective  2  of  the  Urban  Design  Element,  "Conservation  of  resources 
which  provide  a  sense  of  nature,  continuity  with  the  past,  and  freedom  from 
overcrowding." 

•  Policy  4  of  Objective  2,  "Preserve  notable  landmarks  and  areas  of  historic, 
architectural  or  aesthetic  value,  and  promote  the  preservation  of  other 
buildings  and  features  that  provide  continuity  with  past  development." 

The  New  Main  Library,  as  proposed,  would  relocate  the  Pioneer  Monument  from 
the  comer  of  Hyde  and  Grove  Streets  (the  north  side  of  the  Eighth  and  Market 
Streets  intersection)  to  another  location  in  the  Civic  Center.  Depending  on  the 
location  chosen  for  relocation,  the  monument  probably  would  not  be  visible  from 
Eighth  and  Market  Streets.  Regardless  of  the  new  location,  the  monument  would 
no  longer  be  visually  prominent  from  this  intersection.  Depending  on  the 
relocation  site,  the  Pioneer  Monument  could  be  prominent  in  other  views  of  the 
Civic  Center.  The  monument  would  not  be  demolished. 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Respon: 


•  Policy  6  of  Objective  2.  "Respect  the  character  of  older  development 
nearby  in  the  design  of  new  buildings." 

•  Policy  7  of  Objective  2.  "Recognize  and  protect  outstanding  and  unique 
areas  that  contribute  in  an  extraordinar>'  degree  to  San  Francisco's  visual 
fonn  and  character." 

Some  observers  and  commenters  feel  that  the  more  traditional  Larkin  and  Fulton 
Street  facades  of  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  would  be  more  responsive  to 
these  policies  than  would  the  more  contemporary  Hyde  and  Grove  Street  facades. 
As  noted  on  p.  C&R      herein,  the  Hyde  and  Grove  Street  facades  of  the 
proposed  New  Main  Library  would  contrast  with  nearby  older  development  such 
as  the  Orpheum  Theater  and  Ramada  Inn  (San  Franciscan  Hotel). 

Objective  3  of  the  L^rban  Design  Element.  "Moderation  of  major  new 
development  to  complement  the  citv'  pattem,  the  resources  to  be  conserved, 
and  the  neighborhood  environment. 

•  Policy  1  of  Objective  3.  "Provide  harmony  in  the  visual  relationships  and 
transitions  between  new  and  older  buildings." 

•  Policy  2  of  Objective  3.  "Avoid  extreme  contrasts  in  color,  shape  and  other 
characteristics  which  will  cause  new  buildings  to  stand  out  in  excess  of 
their  public  importance." 

Policy  3  of  Objective  3.  "Promote  efforts  to  achieve  high  quality  of  design 
for  buildings  to  be  constructed  at  prominent  locations." 

As  noted  above,  the  New  Main  Library's  Larkin  and  Fulton  Street  facades  would 
relate  to  the  existing  Beaux  Arts  buildings  in  the  Civic  Center.  The  Hyde  and 
Grove  Street  facades  would  be  similar  in  color  to  the  older  Civic  Center 
buildings,  and  would  contrast  with  the  remainder  of  the  Civic  Center  core  area 
buildings  in  window  treatment  and  orientation  of  some  wall  planes.  The  New 
Main  Library  would  be  a  visual  landmark  at  the  Hyde  /  Grove  /  Eighth  /  Market 
Streets  intersection,  although  not  out  of  proportion  with  its  public  imp>ortance.  as 
it  would  be  a  prominent  public  building.  Regarding  Policy  3.  numerous 
comments  on  the  design  of  the  Hyde  and  Grove  Street  facades,  both  pro  and  con, 
at  various  public  forums,  indicate  that  opinion  is  divided  over  the  Librar>'  design 
and  its  appropriateness  for  its  imponant  Civic  Center  location.  As  noted 
elsewhere  in  other  comments  and  respon.ses.  urban  design  is  to  some  degree 
subjective  and  not  quantifiable 
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•  Policy  5  of  Objective  3,  "Relate  the  height  of  buildings  to  important 
attributes  of  the  city  pattem  and  to  the  height  and  character  of  existing 
development." 

•  Policy  6  of  Objective  3,  "Relate  the  bulk  of  buildings  to  the  prevailing  scale 
of  development  to  avoid  an  overwhelming  or  dominating  appearance  in 
new  construction." 

The  New  Main  Library,  as  noted  above  and  on  EIR  pp.  87  and  100,  would  be 
similar  in  height  and  major  bulk  dimensions  to  existing  major  public  structures  in 
the  Civic  Center. 

The  City  Planning  Commission  or  Department  of  City  Planning  would  make  a 
final  determination  of  the  project's  consistency  with  the  Master  Plan.  The  Master 
Plan  contains  objectives  and  policies  whose  implementation  in  relation  to  a 
specific  project  could  be  in  conflict.  In  making  a  determination,  the  commission 
or  Department  must  weigh  these  objectives  and  policies  to  achieve,  on  balance, 
the  project  that  best  complies  overall  with  the  goals  of  the  Master  Plan. 

Comment 

"I  would  echo  those  remarks  [of  Commissioner  Morales]  and  maybe  double  them.  I 
think  that  the  mistake  was  made  for  me  ~  I  know  the  Library  Commission  has  the  say 
over  this,  but  I  think  a  mistake  was  made  when  you  decided  that  this  didn't  have  to 
carry  through  any  historic  feel  to  it  at  that  comer.  This  will  be  the  main  entrance  to  San 
Francisco  Civic  Center  from  Downtown,  at  least  from  the  BART  entrance,  and 
possibly  from  people  coming  on  Market  Street,  and  it  is  as  though  the  architect  wanted 
to  make  some  claim  that  this  is  not  an  historic  district.  I  mean  it's  as  though  this 
design,  in  my  view,  all  the  time  on  the  two  sides  has  been  fighting  the  historic  district, 
and  I  think  that  that  is  a  disservice  to  the  historic  district. 

"I  have  said  it  before,  and  I  would  like  it  to  be  known  I  don't  feel  I'd  sign  off  on  how  it 
looks  because  I  have  not  signed  off.  It's  not  the  right  design  for  these  two  sides. 

"I  have  said  before  that  I  think  the  monument  in  that  place  gives  the  sense  of  the 
opening  of  the  historic  district.  I  think  the  document  should  contain  more  of  Ed 
Michael's  history.  He  said  he  wants  it  in  there  about  the  sandlots.  He  had  some 
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slides,  and  I  am  presuming  he  has  photographs  of  several  comers,  in  fact,  almost  all 
the  comers  leading  up  Market  Street.  I  don't  know  that  we  need  them  all,  but  the 
comers  of  Market  Street  have  distinguished  historic  buildings,  and  I  think  Jim  Freed, 
as  good  as  he  is,  and  I  know  he  is  a  wonderful  architect,  but  I  think  he  has  looked  at 
this  site  as  more  relating  to  the  businesses  on  Market  Street,  not  the  designs.  I  mean, 
this  is  closer  to  the  Burger  King  than  it  is  to  the  drugstore  building  and  the  Orpheum 
building. 

"This  doesn't  relate  to  the  old  San  Franciscan  Hotel.  It  doesn't  relate  to  the  Orpheum. 
This  department  has  worked  very  hard,  not  in  my  view  always  successfully,  but  we 
certainly  try  to  make  the  new  buildings  around  the  Fulton  Street  area  relate  in  some 
way  to  the  historic  district,  and  I  just  don't  think  this  does.  And  the  window  shapes 
are  wrong.  I  mean,  that  picture  Jim  [Morales]  is  talking  about  ~  I  think  you  all  ought 
to  be  careful  that  you  are  not  going  to  be  really  embarrassed  by  how  this  building 
comes  out.  I  hate  to  say  it  that  much,  but  that's  the  way  I  feel  about  it." 
(Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

As  previous  commenters  have  noted,  the  City's  two  major  street  grids  meet  at 
Market  Street  and  a  series  of  views  looking  north  across  Market  Street  results 
where  Market  meets  the  intersections  of  North-of-Market  Streets.  These  include 
the  comer  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  at  Hyde,  Grove,  and  Market  Streets,  part  of 
the  project  site.  Other  monuments  along  Market  Street  include  Lotta's  Foimtain, 
at  Kearny.  Geary  and  Market  Streets,  and  the  Mechanics  Monument,  at  Battery, 
Bush  and  Market  Streets.  Prominent  buildings  at  or  near  these  intersections 
include  the  former  Hibemia  Bank  (now  a  Police  Department  building)  at  Jones, 
McAllister  and  Market  Streets;  the  Golden  Gate  Theater  at  Taylor  Street,  Golden 
Gate  Avenue  and  Market  Street;  the  former  Security  Pacific  Bank  at  Grant 
Avenue,  O'Farrell  and  Market  Streets;  the  ground  floor  of  the  former  Crocker 
Bank  building  at  Montgomery.  Post  and  Market  Streets;  the  former  Crocker  Bank 
(now  Citicorp  Plaza)  at  Sansome.  Sutter  and  Market  Streets;  and  the  Shell 
Building  at  Battery  and  Bush  Streets. 
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Regarding  the  comment  about  sand  lot  activity,  a  description  of  sand  lot 
activities,  has  been  added  to  EIR  p.  67  (see  p.  C&R.57  herein). 

As  noted  on  EIR  pp.  87  -  100  and  in  the  previous  responses  under  "Urban  Design 
and  Visual  Quality,"  the  Grove  and  Hyde  Street  facades  of  the  proposed  New 
Main  Library  would  differ  in  architectural  style  from  the  older  Civic  Center 
buildings  and  would  be  more  consistent  with  newer  development  aroimd  the 
Market  Street  periphery  of  the  Civic  Center.  As  noted  elsewhere  in  other 
comments  and  responses,  urban  design  is  to  some  degree  subjective  and  not 
quantifiable. 

Please  also  see  the  response  under  "Historic  Districts"  on  pp.  C&R.88  -  96  herein. 
Comment 

"Page  97,  Figure  25:  Explain  how  this  view  relates  to  possible  Civic  Center  Historic 
District?  How  compatible? 

"Page  99,  Figure  27:  How  does  this  relate  to  possible  historic  district? 
Response 

The  New  Main  Library  would  be  expected  to  be  considered  a  non-contributing 
element  to  the  proposed  Civic  Center  Historic  District  that  has  been  approved  by 
the  City  Planning  Commission  but  not  yet  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 
Both  Davies  Symphony  Hall  and  the  Edmund  G.  Brown  State  Office  Building  on 
Van  Ness  Avenue,  newly  constructed  within  that  proposed  Historic  District,  are 
identified  as  non-contributory  to  the  proposed  district. 

Please  also  see  the  response  under  "Historic  Districts"  on  pp.  C&R.88  -  96  herein. 
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SHADOW 

Comment 

"Tlie  draft  EIR  states  that  the  new  shadow  produced  by  the  proposed  Main  Library 
would  be  within  the  Absolute  Cumulative  Limit  for  Civic  Center  Plaza  (an  additional 
one  percent  shadow-foot-hours  per  year)  as  adopted  by  the  City  Planning  and 
Recreation  and  Park  Commissions  (February,  1989).  The  draft  EIR  also  states  that  the 
proposed  Main  Library  would  produce  new  shadow  covering  up  to  approximately  30 
percent  of  the  plaza  (plus  an  additional  15  percent  from  existing  buildings)  in  the  early 
mornings  throughout  the  year.  In  the  worst  case,  the  shadow  coverage  would  leave  the 
plaza  by  9:30  a.m.  in  December.  Although  this  additional  shadow  on  Civic  Center 
Plaza  is  within  acceptable  limits,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  would  like  to 
reiterate  that  any  additional  shadow  on  the  plaza  diminishes  its  usefulness  as  a  public 
park."  (Mary  E.  Bums,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  As  discussed  on  EIR  p.  109,  the  greatest  extent  of 
project-generated  shadow  on  Civic  Center  Plaza  would  be  approximately  30 
percent  coverage.  This  would  occur  in  the  early  morning.  There  would  be  no 
new  shadow  on  Civic  Center  Plaza  after  about  8:30  a.m.  in  June  (the  earliest  that 
project  shadow  would  end)  and  about  9:30  a.m.  in  December  (the  latest  that 
project  shadow  would  end). 

In  establishing  shadow  criteria  for  Civic  Center  Plaza  under  the  Sunlight 
Ordinance,  the  Departments  of  City  Planning  and  Recreation  and  Parks  stated  that 
afternoon  sun,  particularly  on  seating  and  lawn  areas,  should  be  preserved./l/  No 
new  shadow  from  the  project  would  affect  Civic  Center  Plaza  in  late  moming, 
midday,  or  afternoon  hours.  The  departments  also  found  that  the  "public  good" 
served  by  a  building  could  justify  allowing  that  building  to  account  for  a  greater 
or  lesser  percentage  of  the  'absolute  cumulative  limit"  of  new  shadow  allowed  on 
a  particular  open  space.  As  noted  on  EIR  p.  112,  those  shadow  criteria  accounted 
for  an  anticipated  new  Main  Library  approximately  80  feet  in  height  and  built  to 
ihe  lot  lines  (i.e.,  covering  more  of  the  lot  than  would  the  proposed  New  Main 
Library). 
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NOTE  -  Shadow 

/I/    Memorandum  to  City  Planning  Commission  and  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  from 
Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks  and  Department  of  City  Planning,  February  3, 
1989;  approved  by  joint  resolution  of  City  Planning  Commission  (No.  1 1595)  and 
Recreation  and  Park  Conunission  (No.  15268),  February  7,  1989. 

TRANSPORTATION 

TRAVEL  DEMAND 
Comment 

"In  discussing  'Travel  Demand',  (pages  129  through  132),  please  include  existing 
'person  trip  ends',  and  the  trip  generation  rates  used  to  develop  the  projected  traffic  for 
both  the  new  library  and  the  new  Asian  Art  Museum.  Trips  generated  by  the  300  seat 
auditorium  and  250  seat  meeting  room  at  the  new  library  should  also  be  included." 
(Gary  F.  Adams,  Caltrans) 

Response 

Notes  5,7,  and  8,  EIR  pp.  157  -  158,  outline  trip  generation  data  for  patrons  of  the 
proposed  New  Main  Library  and  Asian  Art  Museum  (assumed  to  include 
auditoriums  and  meeting  rooms).  These  estimates  were  based  not  on  trip 
generation  rates,  but  on  estimates  of  existing  and  future  patronage  provided  by 
library  and  museum  staff,  based  on  current  existing  patronage  data.  Each  patron 
was  assumed  to  generate  two  trips  (one  round  trip).  As  stated  in  Note  5 , 
patronage  at  the  New  Main  Library  is  projected  to  be  about  11,000  persons  daily, 
compared  to  about  5,400  daily  visitors  at  the  existing  Main  Library.  Asian  Art 
Museum  patronage  (all  new  at  the  project  site)  was  estimated  at  3,750  persons  per 
day,  based  on  maximum  attendance,  as  indicated  on  EIR  p.  131.  As  stated  in 
Note  7,  trip  generation  for  library  and  museum  employees  was  calculated  at 
5.0  daUy  pte  per  employee,  based  on  Department  of  City  Planning,  Guidelines  for 
Environmental  Review :  Transportation  Impacts,  September  1983. 


I 
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TRANSIT 
Comment 

"p.  138  Local  Transit  -  535  net  transit  trips  are  expected  to  be  generated  in  the  P.M. 
peak  as  a  result  of  the  expansion  of  the  Library  and  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  However, 
all  of  these  trips  will  not  demand  rides  in  the  peak  direction;  SF  Muni  staff  assumes 
only  2/3  of  the  trips  or  353  new  rides  will  have  an  impact  on  SF  Muni  service  in  the 
peak  direction."  (James  D.  Lowe,  MUNI) 

Response 

As  described  on  EIR  p.  138,  paragraph  two,  the  EIR  analysis  assumed  that  about 
64  percent  of  the  535  net  new  p.p.  peak-hour  MUNI  trips,  or  about  345  p.m. 
peak-hour  trips,  would  be  outbound  peak-direction  trips.  As  stated  on  EIR  p.  157, 
Note  6,  directional  distribution  is  based  on  transportation  impact  studies  for  two 
libraries.  Please  see  Note  6  for  the  full  citation. 

Comment 

"(p.  1381  SF  Muni  service  currently  operates  at  Level  of  Service  (LOS)  'D'  (at 
capacity)  during  the  peaks;  even  small  increases  in  new  riders  would  require  more 
vehicles  to  be  operated  to  maintain  current  levels  of  service.  Cumulatively,  three 
hundred-fifty  three  new  riders  would  equate  to  5.6  standard  coach  equivalents  of 
service  demand  based  on  63  riders  equalling  one  standard  coach."  (James  D.  Lowe, 
MUNI) 

Response 

As  noted  above  and  on  EIR  p.  138,  the  project  would  generate  about  345  net  new 
p.m.  peak-hour  MUNI  trips  in  the  outbound  direction.  Project-generated  trips 
would  be  distributed  over  a  number  of  MUNI  transit  lines;  they  would  not  be 
concentrated  on  any  one  line  in  iuiy  one  direction,  at  any  one  time.  The  EIR 
concludes  that  MUNI  load  factors  would  remain  within  acceptable  ranges  except 
within  the  northwest  quadrant,  where  some  overcrowding  would  occur  in  the  p.m. 
peak  hour. 
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EIR  p.  126  summarizes  the  analysis  of  cumulative  effects  on  MUNI  as  analyzed 
in  the  Mission  Bay  and  South  of  Market  Plan  EIRs,  including  the 
screenline-based,  rather  than  route -based,  analysis.  The  screenline-based  analysis 
is  used  because,  while  it  can  be  projected  that  future  transit  riders  would  travel 
within  certain  corridors  (i.e.,  to  certain  parts  of  the  City,  crossing  one  or  more  of 
four  screenlines  surrounding  the  Downtown  and  Vicinity),  it  is  not  possible  to 
predict  accurately  which  individual  transit  lines  future  riders  would  use. 
Additionally,  it  can  be  assumed  that  if  a  rider  desired  to  take  one  line  that  was 
operating  at  or  above  capacity,  he/she  might  switch  to  another  line,  within  the 
same  corridor,  that  was  operating  below  capacity.  The  screenline  analysis  gives  a 
more  accurate  prediction  of  overall  MUNI  operations  than  would  a  line-by-line 
analysis.  EIR  p.  140  indicates  that  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour  in  2000, 
project-generated  MUNI  trips  would  account  for  about  one  percent  of  MUNI  trips 
among  the  four  screenlines  analyzed  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR. 

Project-generated  MUNI  ridership  would  be  spread  over  the  approximately 
20  MUNI  Lines  that  are  within  one-quarter  mile  walking  distance  of  the  project 
site  (see  EIR  p.  75).  Each  of  those  lines  makes  between  3  and  15  runs  per  hour 
during  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  with  an  average  of  about  eight  runs  per  hour,  meaning 
that  the  additional  MUNI  demand  of  345  trips  probably  would  be  spread  over 
about  160  transit  vehicles.  Individual  buses  would  be  expected  to  carry  several 
new  riders  to  and  from  the  project,  but  generally  ridership  increases  would 
average  less  than  three  riders  per  peak-hour  bus. 

BICYCLES 

Comment 

"I'm  the  chairperson  of  the  city's  Bicycle  Advisory  Committee.  .  .  .  The  Bicycle 
Advisory  Committee  is  a  newly  formed  committee  that  is  in  the  process  of  developing 
a  system  of  bicycle  routes,  places  for  people  to  securely  lock  their  bicycles,  and  an 
education  program.  And  we  sincerely  believe  that  the  bicycle  really  is  part  of  the 
solution  to  the  city's  transportation  problems,  particularly  in  neighborhood  shopping 
areas,  particularly  along  the  waterfront,  and  also  around  the  Civic  Center."  (Marilyn 
Smulyan,  BAC) 
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"At  our  November  21 .  1991  meeting,  our  members  unanimously  agreed  that  the  EIR  is 
both  deficient  and  inaccurate  in  its  treatment  of  altemate  modes  of  transportation, 
specifically  bicycles. 

"Tlie  Draft  EIR  states  that  the  plans  for  the  library  respond  to  the  Master  Plan 
requirements  related  to  bicycle  parking  facilities  (Pages  43  and  44).  On  Page  180,  it 
actually  includes  secure  bicycle  storage  facilities  as  a  proposed  mitigation  measure.  In 
fact,  there  is  nothing  in  the  Draft  EIR  that  details  plans  for  secure  public  bicycle 
storage  facilities,  and  the  library  does  not  at  this  time  have  an  adopted  plan  for  secure 
facilities.  .  .  .  [LJibrary  staff  are  working  very  hard  to  get  one,  but  we  don't  have  one 
yet.  and  one  of  the  most  difficult  parts  of  all  this  has  been  that  a  majority  of  the 
members  of  the  commission  are  not  aware  that  this  is  a  requirement. 

"This  is  a  major  deficiency.  It  is  not  just  the  City's  own  Master  Plan  that  requires  the 
inclusion  of  secure  bicycle  storage  facilities.  Recent  Federal  and  Bay  area  clean  air 
legislation  also  mandate  this  requirement.  The  1990  Amendments  to  the  Federal 
Clean  Air  Act  identify  a  Transportation  Control  Measure  (TCM)  that  requires  the 
development  of  'programs  for  secure  bicycle  storage  facilities,  and  other  facilities 
including  bikes  lanes,  for  the  convenience  and  protection  of  bicyclists  in  both  public 
and  private  areas.'  The  recent  adopted  Bay  Area  1991  Clean  Air  Plan  includes  a 
regional  TCM  that  specifically  calls  for  the  incorporation  of  bicycle  access  and 
facilities  in  the  site  designs  for  new  developments.  Most  importantly,  this  plan 
assumes  that  there  will  be  a  more  than  doubling  of  the  bicycle  commute  mode  share  by 
1997.  And  if  that's  not  accomplished,  we  will  not  be  in  conformance  with  that  plan. 

"The  BAC  is  currently  developing  proposals  .  .  .  that  we  hope  to  bring  before  the 
Planning  Commission  witliin  the  next  few  months  that  will  really  be  able  to  help 
encourage  the  bicycle  as  transportation.  .  .  .  By  far,  the  easiest  should  be  the 
development  of  secure  bicycle  storage  facilities,  particularly  in  new  building  such  as 
the  library.  .  .  .  The  library  is  one  of  the  many  facilities  that  needs  to  have  bicycle 
parkmg  included  within  it.  .  .  .  According  to  the  Draft  EIR  (Page  144),  'already  about 
5%  of  library  patrons  travel  by  bicycle;  and  demand  could  increase  with  more  secure 
bicycle  parking'.  We  believe  that  demand  will  increase  substantially  because  right 
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now  the  library  is  one  of  the  most  notorious  places  in  the  City  for  having  bikes  stolen 
and  vandalized.  ...  I  think  you  can  only  try  to  imagine  the  impact  we  could  have  if  we 
really  had  secure  bicycle  parking  facilities  in  the  new  building." 


"Members  of  the  BAC  respectfully  submit  the  following  proposed  changes  to  the  EIR: 

"1.   The  inclusion  of  a  detailed  description  of  the  bicycle  storage  facUity,  including 
location,  number  of  spaces,  and  types  of  racks  to  be  used. 

"2.   The  inclusion  of  clear  evidence  that  the  storage  facility  wUl  be  accessible  and 
secure  for  both  the  bicycles  and  patrons  of  all  ages  coming  and  going  to  the 
facility  area.  In  general,  security  means  locating  the  parking  indoors;  within 
views  of  windows,  security  officers,  and  high  volumes  of  pedestrian  traffic;  and 
utilizing  a  suitable  rack.  The  facility  should  be  accessible  by  both  children  and 
adults. 

"3.   The  inclusion  of  the  storage  facility  in  a  highly  visible  area  in  order  to  make  it 
easily  usable  and  to  encourage  more  bicycle  use.  Making  bicycles  fully  visible  to 
all  library  patrons  is  necessary  if  the  Bay  area  is  to  reach  its  goal  contained  in  the 
Bay  Area  1991  Clean  Air  Plan  of  more  than  doubling  the  bicycle  commute  mode 
by  1997.  The  best  place  for  its  location  is  directly  inside  the  Grove  Street 
entrance  foyer,  with  racks  set  alongside  the  South  wall,  away  from  pedestrian 
traffic."  (Marilyn  Hope  Smulyan,  BAC) 


"Another  thing  I  think  is  important,  a  bicycle  rack  inside  the  library  offers  security.  It, 
again,  allows  a  way  that  this  city  lessens  the  traffic  impact  for  our  community  and  for 
the  Civic  Center  area  by  providing  and  encouraging  non-transit  use,  which  I  believe  is 
part  of  our  transit  policy  in  this  city."  (Kelly  Cullen,  Tenderloin  Youth  Advocates) 

"An  finally,  in  the  Draft  EIR,  there  is  also  mention  of  the  current  library  building  and 
the  Asian  Art  Museum's  potential  use  of  that  in  the  future.  We  would  like  to  make 
sure  that  these  same  criteria  [see  1-3,  above]  are  imposed  upon  any  future  reuse  of 
that  building  so  that  there  will  be  adequate  bicycle  parking  there,  too."  (Marilyn  Hope 
Smulyan,  BAC) 


C&R.133 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Response 

The  EIR  is  not  deficient  or  inaccurate  in  its  treatment  of  bicycles.  As  referenced 
by  the  commenter,  the  EIR,  p.  144,  first  paragraph,  states:  "Currently  about  five 
percent  of  library  patrons  travel  by  bicycle;  demand  could  increase  with  more 
secure  bicycle  parking. "  Secure  bicycle  storage  and  showers  for  employees  are 
listed  on  EIR  p.  180  as  one  component  of  transportation  mitigation  measures 
included  in  the  project. 

The  project  sponsor  has  indicated  that  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  would 
include  indoor,  secured  public  parking  for  22  bicycles  and  outdoor  racks  for  eight 
bicycles.  The  indoor  bicycle  parking  would  be  accessible  through  the  proposed 
staff  entrance  on  Hyde  Street;  entry  to  the  bicycle  parking  room  would  be  with  a 
card  key  that  would  be  available  to  all  patrons.  Outdoor  parking  would  be  outside 
the  Grove  Street  entrance,  probably  on  a  sidewalk  bulb  that  would  displace  two 
parking  places.  Staff  bicycle  parking  (an  additional  25  spaces)  would  also  be 
provided  inside  the  staff  entrance,  in  a  separate  room./l/ 

The  last  sentence  of  the  second  full  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  34  is  replaced  with  the 
following: 

Indoor,  secured  public  bicycle  parking  would  be  provided  (22  spaces  in  a 
room  inside  the  staff  entrance  on  Hyde  Street  and  eight  outdoor  spaces 
outside  the  Grove  Street  entrance).  Access  to  the  indoor  spaces  would  be 
with  a  card  key.  Twenty-five  additional  staff  bicycle  spaces  would  be 
provided,  inside  the  staff  entrance,  in  a  separate  room. 

The  following  sentence  is  added  after  the  first  sentence  in  the  first  paragraph  on 
DEIR  p.  144: 

Indoor,  secured  parking  space  for  22  bicycles,  and  eight  outdoor  bicycle 
racks  would  be  provided  for  public  use. 

The  fourth  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  144  is  revised  to  read  as 
follows  (new  language  underlined): 

Twenty-five  bicycle  parking  spaces  and  showers  for  employees  would  be 
provided,  this  coukl  lead  to  more  employees  cycling  to  work. 


C&R.I34 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


The  recently  adopted  Bay  Area  Clean  Air  Plan  requires  that  each  Bay  Area  city 
and  county  create  a  Bicycle  Advisory  Committee,  which  has  been  done  in  San 
Francisco.  The  Coinmenter  is  a  representative  of  this  BAC.  The  Clean  Air  Plan 
offers  a  number  of  recommended  Transportation  Control  Measures  to  encourage 
bicycle  use.  Those  measures  are  advisory  in  nature  and  are  not  required. 

The  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  encourages  bicycle  usage.  (See  the 
Transportation  Element  of  the  Master  Plan,  pp.  1.4.25  -  29.)  Its  policies,  too,  are 
goals  and  objectives  and  are  not  in  the  fonn  of  an  adopted  ordinance. 

Regarding  bicycle  parking  at  the  proposed  Asian  Art  Museum,  the  EIR  on  p.  181, 
includes  a  mitigation  measure  that,  if  adopted,  would  include  bicycle  parking  and 
showers  in  the  museum.  These  comments  will  be  forwarded  as  part  of  the  EIR,  to 
the  decision  makers  for  that  part  of  the  project. 

Comment 

"If  the  City  is  going  to  increase  the  usage  of  the  bicycle  as  a  transportation  vehicle, 
there  are  a  few  steps  that  must  be  taken  in  order  to  make  bicycling  a  viable 
altemative.  Commuter  routes  must  be  defined  and  improvements  made  to  roadways. 
Secure  bicycle  parking  must  be  easily  available,  in  highly  visible  areas  in  order  to 
provide  security  and  to  encourage  more  bicycling.  Finally,  a  public  education  program 
that  promotes  the  safe  sharing  of  the  public  roadways  between  motorists  and  bicyclists 
must  be  conducted."  (Mariljni  Hope  Smulyan,  BAC) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  As  described  in  the  preceding  response,  bicycle  parking 
would  be  provided  in  the  New  Main  Library.  Other  measures  cited  in  the 
comment,  such  as  long-range  planning  (e.g.,  citywide  bicycle  routes)  and  public 
education,  are  outside  the  purview  of  the  project  or  are  the  responsibility  of  other 
agencies. 


C&R.135 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Resp 


Comment 

"The  [Civic  Center]  garage  [expansion]  should  also  take  into  account  the  need  of 
bicyclists  who  are  going  to  be  coming  to  the  area  for  the  various  institutions."  (Jim 
Haas.  Civic  Pride) 

Response 

Alternative  F,  Project  with  Expansion  of  Civic  Center  Garage,  EIR  pp.  207-209, 
could  include  a  designated  bicycle  parking  area  in  the  expanded  garage. 
Subsequent  to  publication  of  the  DEIR,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  in  January 
1992,  approved  for  placement  on  the  June  1992  ballot  a  bond  issue  to  fund 
expansion  of  the  garage.  Current  planning  for  a  proposed  Civic  Center  Garage 
expansion  does  not  specifically  include  bicycle  parking.  However,  detailed 
design  criteria  for  the  proposed  expansion,  including  the  inclusion  of  bicycle 
parking  facilities,  would  not  be  developed  until  after  voter  approval  of  the 
measure./2/ 

PARKING 

Cnmnlative  Pariring  Demand 

Comment 

"[Tlhe  traffic  and  parking  study  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  get  sufficiently  into  the 
traffic  and  parking  issues  of  the  Tenderloin.  The  Tenderloin  groups  have  done  some 
studies  that  will  be  reported  to  you  that  relate  to  that,  and  I  think  more  work  needs  to 
be  done  in  that  area."  (Jim  Haas,  Civic  Pride) 

"In  July,  the  Tenderloin  Youth  Advocates  have  released  a  survey  which  I  think  I  sent 
to  you.  If  not,  we  can  send  another  copy  to  you.  I  have  surveyed  the  parking  of  the 
Tenilerloin  and  Civic  Center.  And  the  survey  has  a  broader  area  than  the  EIR  included 
area.  The  study,  including  the  broader  area,  iuid  the  EIR  also  shows  a  loss  and  need  for 
the  parking  in  the  neighborhood."  (David  Tran.  Tenderloin  Youth  Advocates) 


CAR.  136 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"I  want  to  thank  the  Planning  Department  for  their  work  on  this  report.  I  think  it's 
very  extensive. 

"We  have  a  couple  of  concems.  .  .  .We  have  done  a  study  that  had  a  much  broader 
area.  It  included  the  whole  Tenderloin  neighborhood,  not  just  Civic  Center.  And  we 
discovered,  as  we  looked  at  what's  happening  in  our  community,  a  lot  of  parking  lots 
are  going  to  be  disappearing  over  the  next  five  to  ten  years.  We  have  a  particular 
concem  that  the  loss  of  parking  in  our  neighborhood,  as  well  as  Civic  Center,  is  going 
to  increase  the  demand  for  on-street  parking  and  make  it  harder  for  the  people  in  our 
neighborhood  who  do  have  cars  to  park,  as  well  as  a  lot  more  congestion,  people 
getting  hit  by  cars,  which  has  been  a  problem  in  the  Tenderloin."  (Kelly  Cullen,  TYA) 

Response 

The  referenced  Tenderloin  Youth  Advocates  (TYA)  study  was  undertaken  to 
examine  the  loss  of  parking  in  the  greater  Tenderloin  neighborhood.  It  estimated 
that  approximately  685  public  parking  spaces  were  lost  between  1981  and  1991  in 
the  area  bounded  by  Post,  Powell  and  Market  Streets,  and  Van  Ness  Avenue.  The 
study  estimated  that,  by  1994,  another  720  spaces  will  be  lost,  mostly  to 
development  and  25  percent  of  the  public  parking  spaces  that  were  available  in 
1980  wiU  no  longer  be  publicly  accessible.  No  data  on  parking  demand  or 
occupancy  of  lots  surveyed  was  provided.  The  study  cites  the  loss  of  the 
Marshall  Square  parking  lot  as  a  concem./3/ 

The  parking  analysis  prepared  for  the  EIR,  by  an  independent  consultant  under 
the  direction  of  Department  of  City  Planning  Transportation  staff,  surveyed  an 
area  bounded  by  Sixth,  Mission  and  Gough  Streets  and  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  in 
October  1990,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  144./4/  That  survey  area  was  found  to  contain 
about  2,200  on-street  and  about  4,250  off-street  parking  spaces,  or  about  6,450 
total  spaces.  This  study  area  was  examined  because  it  includes  the  area  where 
patrons  and/or  employees  of  the  New  Main  Library  and  Asian  Art  Museum  would 
seek  parking.  The  survey  area  includes  parking  areas  serving  other  Civic  Center 
facilities,  including  government  buildings,  theaters,  and  other  cultural  activities. 


C&R.137 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


The  EIR  (pp.  144  -  149)  found  that  there  would  be  sufficient  parking  in  the  area 
surveyed  to  accommodate  project-generated  demand,  including  parking  displaced 
by  the  project,  except  on  peak  special-event  weekdays  (about  40  weekdays  per 
yeiu"),  when  there  would  be  a  deficit  of  about  185  spaces.  With  demand  resulting 
from  cumulative  development  in  the  vicinity,  the  EIR  (pp.  149  -  151)  found  there 
would  be  a  parking  shortfall  in  the  survey  area  of  about  145  spaces  on  an  average 
weekday  and  a  shortfall  of  about  730  spaces  on  a  peak  special-event  weekday. 

The  TYA  study,  conducted  in  July  1991,  identified  a  total  of  4,957  commercially 
available  parking  spaces  in  lots  and  garages;  that  is,  off-street  parking  only. 
On-street  parking  was  not  included  in  the  TYA  study.  Parking  occupancy  data 
was  not  presented.  During  the  summer  of  1991,  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
(DCP)  conducted  a  midday  parking  survey  the  area  of  which  was  somewhat 
smaller  than  that  of  the  TYA  study.  The  DCP  study  identified  4,675  off-street 
spaces,  of  which  2,918  were  occupied,  amounting  to  an  occupancy  rate  of 
62  percent.  Even  if  it  were  conservatively  assumed  that  all  395  spaces  in  the  area 
not  surveyed  by  the  Department  had  been  occupied,  3,313  spaces  would  have 
been  occupied  out  of  a  total  of  5,070  available  spaces,  an  occupancy  rate  of 
65  percent.  This  rate  indicates  that  a  sufficient  number  of  parking  spaces  are 
available  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  project  site  during  normal  periods  to 
absorb  the  anticipated  loss  of  parking  due  to  the  project. 

Alternative  F,  EIR  pp.  207-209,  would  be  an  expansion  of  the  Civic  Center 
Garage.  This  altemative  would  increase  parking  supply  in  the  Civic  Center,  and 
could  have  an  incremental  benefit  on  Tenderloin  parking  supply  by  reducing 
spillover  demand  on  Tenderloin  parking  that  results  from  parking  demand  in  the 
Civic  Center  on  peak  special-event  weekdays. 

Subsequent  to  publication  of  the  DEIR,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  in  January 
1992,  approved  for  placement  on  the  June  1992  ballot  a  bond  issue  to  fund 
expansion  of  the  garage.  See  Altemative  F,  pp.  C&R.226  -  228,  for  a  discussion 
of  the  potential  impacts  of  the  garage  expansion  proposed  under  the  ballot 
measure. 


C&R.138 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


I  JOSS  of  PaHrinp  in  Area  (iDclpding  loss  due  to  project) 

Comment 

"Parking  is  another  concem.  90  parking  spaces  will  be  eliminated.  We  believe  that 
replacements  should  be  in  place  before  any  thought  of  relieving  us  of  those  parking 
spaces  should  even  be  thought  of."  (Matthew  Bixby,  West  Block  Tenants  Association) 

Response 

As  shown  in  Table  6,  EIR  p.  146,  Estimated  Peak  Parking  Demand  (from 
1:00  p.m.  to  2:00  p.m.),  there  would  be  adequate  parking  available  in  the  project 
area  to  accommodate  both  project  demand  and  automobiles  displaced  by  project 
implementation.  The  existing  weekday  parking  supply  in  the  EIR  parking  study 
area  (bounded  by  Sixth,  Mission  and  Gough  Streets  and  by  Golden  Gate  Avenue), 
even  with  the  addition  of  project  parking  demand  and  the  loss  of  parldng  due  to 
the  project,  would  exceed  demand  on  all  but  peak  special-event  weekdays,  which 
occur  approximately  40  days  per  year. 

Please  see  the  response  under  "West  Tenderloin  'entertainment  zone'  parking, 
pp.  C&R.143  -  146,  for  a  discussion  of  evening  parking  demand. 

Comment 

"Strictly  enforce  the  new  rules  on  parking  in  bus  zones.  We  have  a  significant  number 
of  elderly  and  people  on  disability  who  need  the  access  to  the  buses,  and  with  the  end 
of  the  parking  spaces,  people  will  be  parking  in  many  other  places."  (PhyUis  Hersch) 

Response 

Parking  demand  in  the  Greater  Downtown,  including  the  Civic  Center, 
contributes  to  the  existing  occurrences  of  illegal  parking  in  bus  zones,  and  loss  of 
parking  due  to  project  implementation  (construction  and  operation),  as  well  as 
cumulative  development  in  the  project  area,  could  worsen  the  situation.  Parking 


C&R.139 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


enforcement  is  the  responsibility  of  tiie  Parking  and  Traffic  and  the  Police 
Departments.  The  City,  on  January  1.  1992,  increased  the  fine  for  illegal  parking 
in  bus  zones  to  $100  and  recently  began  towing  cars  parked  illegally  in  bus  zones, 
apparently  resulting  in  a  decrease  in  such  illegal  parking./5/ 

Fanners'  Market  Paridng 

Comment 

"I  am  writing  on  behalf  of  Heart  of  the  City  Farmers  Market,  which  is  a  non-profit 
organization  and  has  been  serving  the  San  Francisco  community  for  ten  years.  We 
primarily  serve  North  and  South  of  Market  residents. 

"The  plans  for  the  new  library  are  great,  but,  to  not  come  up  with  a  plan  for  alternative 
parking  is  dismaying.  Are  you  not  considering  other  businesses  in  the  area  and  the 
residents  who  live  in  the  Tenderloin.  Parking  is  precious  in  San  Francisco.  Tlie 
farmers  market  alone  has.  in  the  height  of  the  season,  100  trucks,  pick  ups,  vans  and 
cars  that  need  parking.  This  is  not  counting  the  customers."  (Christine  Adams.  Heart 
of  the  City  Farmers  Market) 

"We  also  have  a  concern  for  the  future  of  the  farmer's  market.  If  there  is  no  parking 
for  the  farmer's  market  on  the  Marshall  Street  Square  up  to  the  library,  and  if  the 
Fulton  Street  Mall,  if  that  bond  passes  and  it  becomes  a  mall,  a  lot,  more  than  90 
spaces  are  removed.  TTiere  is  a  lot  of  parking  in  the  middle  of  that  street  many  days  of 
the  week.  And  it  will  mean  there  is  no  place  for  the  farmer's  market  trucks  to  be 
parked."  (Kelly  Cullen.  Tenderloin  Youth  Advocates) 

"And  we  also  have  concern  about  the  parking  on  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  that  is 
designated  as  the  Fulton  Mall.  And  the  number  stated  on  the  agenda  today  says 
90  spaces,  which  is  adequate,  but  twice  a  week,  there  is  a  farmer's  market  going  on 
and  people  use  the  center  of  the  street  for  parking,  which  is  about  two  rows  in  the 
middle,  probably  coming  up  to  about  45.  I  could  be  wrong,  but  it  could  be  studied 
over."  ( David  Tran,  TYA) 


C&R.140 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"We  are  very  strongly  advocating  that  the  Civic  Center  Garage  expansion  be  expanded 
to  include  on  that  top  level  of  that  underground  garage  a  ramp  and  floor  to  ceiling  ratio 
high  enough  to  accommodate  replacement  parking  for  the  farmer's  market  trucks.  I 
think  one  of  the  biggest  environmental  impacts  of  this  library  —  £ind  I  support  the 
library  —  is  that  if  we  don't  find  permanent  parking  for  the  farmer's  market  trucks,  it 
will  ultimately  mean  the  demise  of  the  farmer's  market,  which  serves  not  only  the 
Tenderloin,  Westem  Addition,  and  South  of  Market,  but  probably  many  people  who 
are  working  here  today  and  are  here  today. 

"There  has  been  much  talk,  too,  about  doing  parking  for  the  farmer's  market  trucks  on 
Hyde  Street,  that  on  Wednesday  and  Sunday  they  could  be  allowed  all  the  parking  on 
that  street.  As  you  have  heard  today,  one  person  has  suggested  eliminating  a  little  of 
that  parking  to  expand  the  sidewalk  for  the  Pioneer  Monument.  We  feel  that  this  is 
really  not  a  long-term  or  adequate  solution.  There  are  a  lot  of  tmcks.  There  is  always  a 
lot  of  congestion  there,  even  without  our  trucks  parking  there,  and  it  really  has  just 
taken  away  more  parking  and  not  solved  the  solution.  So  we  really  want  to  advocate 
that  this  new  garage  that  is  being  studied  as  an  altemative  is  not  just  a  garage  for  cars, 
but  that  top  level  will  be  for  the  trucks  of  the  farmer's  market."  (Kelly  Cullen, 
Tenderloin  Youth  Advocates) 

Response 

As  the  EIR  states,  on  pp.  148  -  149,  there  are  no  cuirent  plans  to  provide  parking 
for  the  trucks  and  vans  of  vendors  at  the  Farmers'  Market  after  the  elimination  of 
the  Fulton  Street  and  Marshall  Square  parking  area.  As  the  EIR  states,  Farmers' 
Market  vendors  "would  face  more  difficulty  than  the  average  driver  in  finding 
substitute  off-street  parking  nearby  because  of  their  larger-than-average 
vehicles."  Tlie  EIR  notes  that  some  vendors  would  be  expected  to  seek  parking 
on  Hyde  Street  and  that  coordinated  use  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  accommodating 
Farmers'  Market  vehicles  at  prescribed  times  could  reduce  these  impacts. 


C&R.141 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Up  to  about  40  vehicles  currently  may  park  illegally  in  the  center  of  Fulton  Street 
during  the  United  Nations  Plaza  (Heart  of  the  City)  Farmers'  Market,  which 
operates  on  Wednesdays  and  Sundays.  This  illegal  parking  would  not  be 
available  after  construction  began  on  the  project;  as  noted  in  the  previous 
paragraph,  use  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  by  Farmers'  Market  vendors  could 
reduce  the  impact  of  the  loss  of  this  parking.  Other  than  during  the  Wednesday 
session  of  the  Farmers'  Market,  illegal  parking  on  Fulton  Street  is  not  common  on 
weekdays./6/  (As  noted  on  EIR  p.  152,  Fulton  Street  is  used  for  parking  by  trucks 
waiting  to  unload  at  Brooks  Hall.  With  construction  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall, 
this  truck  parking  would  no  longer  be  available.  The  EIR  includes  a  mitigation 
measure  that  could  be  adopted  by  the  operators  of  Brooks  Hall  (p.  182)  that  would 
provide  a  staging  area  for  these  trucks  to  minimize  disruption  to  Hyde  Street 
traffic  and  library  loading  activity.)  For  a  discussion  of  nighttime  parking  on 
Fulton  Street,  see  the  response  under  "West  Tenderloin  'entertainment  zone' 
parking,"  pp.  C&R.143  -  146. 

In  January  1992,  subsequent  to  publication  of  the  DEIR,  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
approved  for  placement  on  the  June  1992  ballot  a  bond  measure  to  fund 
constmction  of  a  370-space  addition  to  the  Civic  Center  Garage.  Detailed  design 
considerations,  which  could  include  the  possibility  of  parking  by  Farmers'  Market 
trucks,  probably  would  not  be  addressed  until  later  planning  stages.  The 
Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  in  consultation  with  the  Department  of  Public 
Works,  would  have  responsibility  for  determining  whether  the  garage  addition 
would  accommodate  trucks.  It  is  likely  that  Farmers'  Market  pickup  tmcks  and 
vans  would  be  able  to  use  the  garage  addition,  if  built,  since  a  floor-to -ceiling 
height  of  8'/!  feet  would  be  required  to  accommodate  disabled  persons'  vans./2,7/ 

Tlie  DEIR  analyzes  a  570-space  garage  expansion  in  Alternative  F,  Project  with 
Expansion  of  Civic  Center  Garage,  pp.  207  -  209.  See  Alternative  F, 
pp.  C&R.226  -  228,  for  a  discussion  of  the  potential  impacts  of  the  garage 
expansion  proposed  under  the  ballot  measure. 


C«fcR.i42 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

West  Taidcrioin  "cntertaimpent  zone"  paridng 

Comment 

The  section  on  traffic  and  parking.  We  always  viewed  what  was  happening  on  the  east 
side  of  Civic  Center  as  the  creation  of  a  new  cultural  [axis]  with  the  Asian  Art 
Museum  and  the  library  as  being  two  very  important  blocks,  but  also  taking  into 
account  the  Orpheum  Theater  and  George  Coates  Performance  Works,  which  is  now  in 
residence  in  the  Great  Hall  at  Hastings.  All  of  these  institutions  and  auditoriums  are 
going  to  be  drawing  great  numbers  of  new  people  to  Civic  Center.  The  EIR  does 
recognize  the  Asian  Art  Museum  and  the  library,  of  course.  It  makes  no  reference  to 
the  Orpheum  Theater,  other  than  a  brief  reference  to  its  loading  dock  capacity,  and 
does  not  acknowledge  the  existence  of  George  Coates  Performance  Works. 

"I  think  the  traffic  and  parking  study  needs  further  work  to  examine  the  potential  for 
traffic  and  paricing  in  that  area  as  a  result  of  the  east  side  of  Civic  Center  being  a 
cultural  [axis].  And  I  would  certainly  urge  the  consultants  to  be  directed  to  talk  to  the 
management  of  the  Orpheum  Theater  to  see  if  they  plan  more  activities  there  as  the 
area  changes,  and  also  get  some  data  from  George  Coates  on  the  [attendance]  there." 
(Jim  Haas,  Civic  Pride) 

Response 

Parking  demand  for  the  project  (New  Main  Library  and  Asian  Art  Museum)  was 
analyzed  during  the  midday  period  because  that  is  when  both  project  and 
surrounding  area  parking  demand  would  be  expected  to  be  greatest.  The 
proposed  New  Main  Library  would  include  an  auditorium  and  meeting  rooms 
seating  a  total  of  550  persons  (EIR  p.  37).  The  proposed  Asian  Art  Museum 
would  include  an  auditorium  /  theater  seating  about  400  persons  (EIR  p.  39). 
Trips  that  would  be  generated  by  these  uses  during  the  day  were  included  in  the 
overall  midday  trip  generation  and  parking  demand  analysis  for  both  the  New 
Main  Library  and  the  Asian  Art  Museum. 

Nighttime  parking  demand  in  the  project  area  is  generally  lower  than  demand 
during  the  day  because  of  the  absence  of  most  area  employees.  Project  demand, 
that  is,  the  project  impact,  at  night  would  be  lower  because  the  library  would  not 
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be  open  most  evenings  and  because  the  Asian  Art  Museum  would  close  by 
8:00  p.m.  Nighttime  parking  demand  pattems  may  differ  from  daytime  because 
people  may  be  less  willing  to  walk  longer  distances  at  night  due  to  safety, 
scheduling,  and  other  concerns.  A  higher  percentage  of  patrons  of  the  various 
Civic  Center  performing  arts  sites  may  drive  at  night  compared  to  during  the  day. 
Patrons  of  the  major  performing  arts  uses  west  of  Van  Ness  Avenue  (i.e.,  San 
Francisco  Symphony,  San  Francisco  Opera,  San  Francisco  Ballet)  tend  to  park  in 
the  Performing  Arts  Garage  on  Grove  Street  or  in  nearby  siuface  parking  lots.  As 
noted  on  EIR  p.  144,  the  Performing  Arts  Garage  does  not  reach  capacity  on  a 
regular  basis.  It  does  occasionally  reach  capacity  during  simultaneous 
presentations  by  the  Symphony  and  Opera./8/ 

The  Civic  Center  Garage  generally  operates  at  less  than  25  percent  capacity  in  the 
evenings,  but  does  reach  occupancy  of  60  percent  to  90  percent  during  major 
events  at  Civic  Auditorium  /  Brooks  Hall,  such  as  Pops  Concerts,  the  Volvo 
Tennis  tournament,  and  the  Harvest  Festival.  Such  events  occur  most  often  on 
Thursday,  Friday  and  Saturday  evenings,  and  occur  on  about  1 10  nights  over  the 
course  of  a  year./9/ 

The  2,500-seat  Orpheum  Theater,  on  Market  Street  at  Hyde  Street  (across  Hyde 
Street  from  the  site  of  the  proposed  New  Main  Library),  has  performances  daily 
about  12  to  16  weeks  per  year,  on  average;  approximately  half  of  the 
performances  sell  out,  and  most  fill  more  than  50  percent  of  the  house./lO/ 
Observations  indicate  that  the  Marshall  Square  parking  lot  (site  of  proposed  New 
Main  Library),  and  Fulton  Street  between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets  (site  of 
proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall)  are  heavily  used  by  Orpheum  patrons.  The 
l30-space  Marshall  Square  lot  can  accommodate  60  additional  cars  (190  total) 
with  valet  operations  in  the  evening.  Parking  on  Fulton  Street  on  evenings  of 
peak  demand  can  include  up  to  about  40  illegally  parked  (but  normally 
unticketed)  vehicles  down  the  center  of  the  block.  Despite  observed 
greater-than-capacity  conditions  at  Marshall  Square  and  Fulton  Street,  on-street 
parking  was  found  to  be  available  around  the  Civic  Center,  farther  from  the 
Orpheum  than  the  Marshall  Square  lot  or  Fulton  Street,  within  two  blocks  of 
Civic  Center  Plaza./l  1/ 
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The  George  Coates  Performance  Works,  an  independent  theater  company, 
performs  in  a  250-seat  auditorium  at  1 10  McAllister  Street,  near  Leavenworth 
Street,  about  one  block  from  the  existing  Main  Library.  Performances  currently 
run  Thursday  through  Sunday;  no  infonnation  was  available  conceming 
frequency  of  shows  during  the  year.  Saturday  shows  generally  sell  out.  The 
Performance  Works  refers  patrons  who  inquire  about  parking  to  the  Civic  Center 
Garage  ./1 2/ 

Upon  completion  of  the  project,  both  Fulton  Street  and  Marshall  Square  parking 
would  no  longer  be  available.  It  can  be  assumed  that  theater  patrons  who 
currently  park  at  those  two  locations  would  attempt  to  find  parking  on-street  or  at 
the  Civic  Center  Garage.  Including  illegal  parking  on  Fulton  Street  and  valet 
parking  in  the  Marshall  Square  lot,  at  peak  evening  parking  demand,  about 
320  vehicles  would  be  displaced  by  the  project  and  could  be  expected  to  use 
parking  in  Civic  Center  Garage./13/  These  vehicles  could  be  accommodated  in 
the  garage  on  most  nights,  when  more  than  50  percent  of  the  garage  (more  than 
420  spaces)  is  vacant.  Should  this  demand  occur  at  peak  evening  demand  for 
Civic  Center  Garage  (90  percent  occupancy,  approximately  85  spaces  available), 
there  would  be  a  shortfall  of  about  235  spaces  in  the  garage  (without  expansion), 
causing  drivers  to  seek  on-street  parking,  or  off-street  parking  at  other  locations. 
Parking  demand  from  the  New  Main  Library  and  Asian  Art  Museum  auditoriums 
and  meeting  rooms  with  both  at  full  capacity  (0.25  parking  spaces  demanded  per 
seat)  would  be  approximately  240  additional  spaces./14/  Therefore,  about 
560  additional  spaces  (320  +  240)  would  be  needed  under  these  infrequent 
maximum-demand  conditions  (i.e.,  major  events  at  Civic  Auditorium  /  Brooks 
Hall,  a  full  house  at  the  Orpheum  Theater,  and  full  auditoriums  and  meeting 
rooms  in  the  New  Main  Library  and  Asian  Art  Museum  (probably  fewer  than 
40  nights  per  year,  based  on  evening  events  at  Brooks  HaU  and  Civic 
Auditorium)),  without  expansion  of  the  garage.  Drivers  would  be  expected  to 
seek  parking  on-street  or  off-street  farther  away,  or  to  increase  their  use  of 
BART  /Metro.  As  noted  in  the  response  on  pp.  C&R.137  -  138,  midday  parking 
surveys  in  both  the  EIR  study  area  and  in  the  larger  Tenderloin  parking  study  area 
showed  available  spaces,  and,  as  noted  here,  more  parking  is  expected  to  be 
available  in  the  evening  because  of  the  absence  of  most  area  employees. 
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Parking  would  thus  be  available  in  the  greater  project  area  to  meet  those 
peak -demand  conditions  Alternatively,  perception  of  limited  evening  parking  in 
the  immediate  vicinir>'  of  a  particular  theater  or  auditorium  could  cause  use  of 
other  forms  of  transportation,  such  as  transit  and  taxis. 

CONSTRCCnON  TR^^FHC 

Comment 

".-Mso.  we  didn't  see  any  information  regarding  any  changed  bus  routes,  especially  the 
19  and  No.  5,  and  that  there  be  large  signs  posted  as  to  where  the  bus  has  been  moved 
to  and  then  also  pwsted  maps  as  to  the  new  routes."  (Phyllis  Hersch; 

"Rerouting  of  both  public  transit  and  private  cars.  We  should  be  notified  prior  to  any 
rerouting  of  standard  routes. '  (Matthew  BLxby,  West  Block  Tenants  Association) 

"I  would  like  to  echo  what  the  people  from  the  West  Block  Association  have  said.  I 
would  also  like  to  ask  that  consideration  for  the  handicapped,  as  far  as  when  they  have 
transponation  issues,  such  as  a  1    bus,  which  is  partially  accessible  to  the 
handicapped,  prior  notification      east  five  days  in  advance  of  route  changes." 
(Edward  Evans.  NOMPC) 

"Also,  it  doesn't  address  whether  or  not  McAllister  or  Larkin  will  ever  be  closed,  and 
we  feel  that  the  residents  should  always  be  able  to  drive  on  the  blocks  and  park  in  our 
garages. '  (Phyllis  Hersch) 

"Also,  it  is  suggested  weekend  work  by  PG&E  on  streets  be  taking  place  on  weekends 
and  off  peak  hours.  We  feel  that  that  should  not  hap>pen.  TTiat  should  happen  during 
the  daytime  because,  once  again,  you  know,  our  only  respite  from  all  of  this  will  be 
during  the  off  peaks  and  weekend  hours. '  (Phyllis  Hersch) 

Response 

As  discussed  on  EIR  pp.  154-157,  Fulton  Street  between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets 
would  be  the  only  street  expected  to  be  closed  during  the  construction  period.  It 
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is  therefore  not  anticipated  that  any  ML'NI  lines  u  ould  be  temporarily  rerouted 
during  construction  of  the  New  Main  Libran.'  or  remodeling  of  the  existing  library 
building./15/  MUNI  is  the  Cit>-  agency  responsible  for  notification  of  route 
changes. 

The  scheduling  of  constmction  truck  traffic  is  generally  designed  to  avoid  the 
a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  hours  to  rniriiniize  traffic  disruption.  Utilin'  and  other 
construction-related  activity^  (especially  noisy  activity-)  is  similarly  scheduled  to 
minimize  traffic  disruption  and  minimize  impacts  on  neighboring  land  uses  (.see 
Mitigation  Measures,  pp.  182-183). 

The  decision  makers  would  balance  these  concerns  in  adopting  mitigation 
measures  for  project  construction. 

NOTES  -  Transportation 

III    Abel.  Russell,  Project  Manager.  San  Francisco  Main  Libran.".  Bureau  of  .Architecture, 
telephone  conversation.  January-  16.  1992. 

Ill    Nelson.  Steve.  Capital  Improvements  Advisor.-  Committee  staff  director,  telephone 
conversation.  Januar»-  27.  1992:  and  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic.  "Civic  Center 
Garage  Expansion  Bond  Program  Report."  November  1991. 

/3/    Tenderloin  Youth  Advocates.  1991  Tenderloin  Civic  Center  Parking  Surrey.  July. 

/4/    The  parking  analysis  was  prepared  by  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  in  April  1991  for 
Environmental  Science  Associates.  Inc..  and  was  incorporated  into  the  EER. 

151    Carlsen.  Wilham.  "Some  Muni  Drivers  Still  Aren't  Pulling  to  Curb."  San  Francisco 
Chronicle.  Januan,'  17.  1992.  p.  A21. 

/6/    Cafferata.  Mar}'  Ann.  Parking  Enforcement  Supervisor,  Department  of  Parking  and 
Traffic,  interview,  Februar>-  2.  1992. 

PI    Hagert}'.  Kevin.  Director.  Parking  Authorit}-.  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic, 
telephone  conversation.  January-  29.  1992. 

/8/    Whitaker.  Don.  Regional  Manager.  Five-Star  Parking  (Performing  Arts  Garage), 
telephone  conversation.  Januar>-  22.  1992. 

191    Foshee.  Jerry.  Manager.  Civic  Center  Plaza  Garaee.  telephone  conversation.  January  Z~ . 
1992. 

/lO/  Heagy.  Patty.  House  Manager.  Orpheum  Theater,  telephone  conversation.  January-  22. 
1992. 
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/1 1/  Observations  bv  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  Friday.  January  17,  1992, 

8:00  to  8:30  p.m..  and  Wednesday,  January  29.  1992.  9:30  to  10:00  p.m.  On  both  nights, 
the  Orpheum  Theater  presented  shows.  The  Symphony  presented  a  concert  at  Davies 
Hall  on  January  29.  On  both  nights,  the  Marshall  Square  parking  lot  was  above  capacity 
(more  than  130  cars)  with  valet  operations;  Fulton  Street  was  above  capacity  (.more  than 
90  cars)  with  parking  in  the  middle  of  the  street,  and  the  Civic  Center  Garage  was  less 
llian  one-third  full.  On-street  parking  was  available  around  the  perimeter  of  Civic 
Center  Plaza  on  both  nights.  (Information  on  Marshall  Square  lot  valet  operations  from 
parking  lot  attendant,  January  29,  1992.) 

/1 2/  Daier,  Julia.  Box  Office  Clerk,  George  Coates  Performance  Works,  telephone 
conversation,  January  22,  1992. 

/1 3/  Di.splaced  vehicles  at  night  would  include  up  to  190  from  Marshall  Square  lot  (130 
capacity  +  60  valet-parked  cars)  and  up  to  130  from  Fulton  Street  (90  capacity  +  40 
parked  in  center  of  street). 

/14/  Parking  demand  rate  estimate  based  on  National  Academy  of  Sciences,  Parking 
Principles,  1971. 

/1 5/  Lowe,  Jim,  Transit  Planner,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI),  telephone 
conversation,  February  10,  1992. 


CONSTRUCTION  AIR  QUALITY 


Comment 


"Also,  that  the  items  be  wet  down  more  than  twice  daily,  ideally,  four  times  daily,  and 
that  there  be  some  wetting  down  at  the  end  of  the  construction  day."  (Phyllis  Hersch) 


"Many  of  the  seniors  and  disabled  have  respiratory  problems  and  they  have  to  stay 
away  from  dust  and  other  pollutants  that  will  be  caused  by  this  construction.  So  I  urge 
that  there  be  something  done  to  eliminate  the  greater  percentage  of  the  pollutants  that 
will  be  in  the  air  at  that  time."  (Edward  Evans,  NOMPC) 


Response 


EIR  p.  183  includes  a  mitigation  measure  that  would  require  the  contractor  to 
sprinkle  water  at  least  twice  daily  (emphasis  added).  The  measure  is  intended  to 
require  wetting  the  surface  enough  to  reduce  fugitive  dust  emissions,  but  avoid 
creating  mud  to  be  carried  onto  paved  surfaces,  for  instance  by  heavy  trucks,  and 
thereby  result  in  dust  entrained  into  the  air. 


C&R.14H 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


CONSTRUCTION  NOISE 

Comment 

"I  work  as  a  Librarian  I  at  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library.  The  Health  and  Safety 
Committee  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  has  authorized  me  to  write  to  you  on 
their  behalf  as  well.  I  would  like  to  respectfully  submit  the  following  comments  about 
the  San  Francisco  Main  Library  Draft  Impact  Environmental  Report  90.808E.  I  find 
your  department's  EIR  to  be  incomplete  regarding  the  issue  of  noise  and  noise 
abatement  during  the  construction  of  the  New  Main  Library. 

"First,  the  EIR  is  deficient  in  omitting  a  description  of  the  normal  acoustic 
environment  in  a  properly  functioning  library.  A  library  is  traditionally  thought  of  as  a 
quiet  place  fuU  of  people  reading  and  studying.  A  major  part  of  a  librarian's  work  is 
answering  what  we  call  reference  questions  -  requests  by  members  of  the  public  for 
information,  sometimes  very  detailed  information.  This  interchange  between  the 
librarian  and  the  library  patron  often  requires  a  substantial  amount  of  verbal 
negotiation  to  make  certain  that  the  patron's  question  is  fully  understood.  It  should 
further  be  remembered  that  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  is  the  only  place  that 
many  people  in  the  City  can  go  to  get  information.  Additionally,  the  San  Francisco 
Public  Library  contains  materials  that  are  unique  to  San  Francisco  as  well  as  materials 
unique  to  the  world. 

"The  EIR  reports  that  there  wiU  be  'times  when  noise  would  interfere  with  indoor 
activities  in  nearby  offices  and  residences'  (p.  168).  [It]  further  notes  that  this 
disturbance  will  be  'temporary.'  The  report  does  not  say  what  temporary  means,  i.e., 
which  phases  of  construction  will  produce  intrusive  noise  and  for  how  long.  It 
furthermore  is  not  explicit  about  how  drastically  the  indoor  activities  described  above 
will  be  affected  by  this  sonic  intrusion  .  .  .  ,  and  what  exactly  these  activities  are.  For 
instance,  a  reference  interview  conducted  over  the  telephone  would  be  nearly 
impossible  in  a  noisy  environment." 


< 
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"The  EIR  notes  that  a  'conventional,  unmuffled  and  unshielded  pile  driver  emits  a 
noise  level  of  101  dBA  at  50  ft.'  -  this  is  louder  than  standing  next  to  an  accelerating 
MUNI  bus  (pp.  166,  A-63).  It  continues:  'the  existing  library  site,  approximately 
150  ft.  from  the  proposed  construction  site,  would  experience  interior  noise  levels  of 
83  dBA  with  windows  open  and  73  dBA  with  closed.'  The  report,  however,  does  not 
examine  the  full  implications  of  this  statement.  The  normal  ambient  sound  level  in  the 
library  probably  lies  between  40  and  45  dBA.  A  normal  conversation  takes  place  at  a 
loudness  level  of  around  50  dBA.  The  projected  noise  [levels]  during  construction  are 
substantially  higher  than  this,  even  if  the  windows  remain  closed.  I  should 
additionally  emphasize  that  the  Main  Library  h>ecomes  stuffy  and  unpleasant  when  the 
windows  remained  closed. 

"In  conclusion  I  believe  the  EIR  has  the  following  shortcomings:  1)  it  does  not  note 
how  significant,  important,  and  unique  the  collections  of  the  San  Francisco  Public 
Library  are;  2)  it  does  not  adequately  describe  the  sound  environment  of  the  current 
Main  Library;  3)  it  does  not  explain  how  the  public's  access  to  material  and 
information  at  the  Main  Library  will  be  impaired  during  constmction  due  to 
constmction  noise;  4)  does  not  state  the  expected  duration  of  the  loudest  periods  of 
constmction  (for  instance,  during  pile  driving);  5)  does  not  explicitly  state  what  noise 
abatement  measures  will  be  taken  [during]  the  construction  of  the  project."  (Jason 
Gibbs) 

Response 

Regarding  the  commenter's  point  (1)  in  the  last  paragraph  of  the  comment,  while 
it  is  acknowledged  that  the  Main  Library  collections  are  unique,  this  in  and  of 
itself,  raises  no  environmental  issues  regarding  constmction  noise. 

Regarding  point  (2),  the  EIR  assumed  that  the  Main  Library  is  a  quiet  use, 
sensitive  to  dismption  from  constmction  noise.  For  infomiational  purposes, 
several  short-term  noise  measurements  were  taken  within  the  existing  Main 
Library  in  January  1992  to  characterize  the  ambient  noise  levels.  The  quietest 
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location  was  the  third-floor  San  Francisco  History  Room,  where  the  noise  level 
was  approximately  54  dBA,  while  the  noisiest  location  (57  dBA)  was  on  the  first 
floor  in  the  Art,  Music  and  Recreation  reference  area./l/  These  interior  noise 
measurements  were  taken  near  the  southem  walls  of  the  building,  the  closest  area 
to  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  construction.  Even  on  a  January  day,  some 
windows  were  open  on  all  floors,  which  supports  the  commenter's  statement  that 
the  library  may  become  stuffy.  The  first  and  third  floors  have  reference  desks 
along  the  southem  wall;  the  second  floor  has  book  stacks  and  video  tape  shelves. 
The  area  that  would  be  most  affected  by  construction  noise  would  be  the  third 
floor  in  the  special  collections  and  San  Francisco  History  Room  areas.  The 
reference  personnel  have  desks  against  the  southem  wall  and  the  reference  desk 
itself  is  along  the  southem  wall. 

Regarding  the  commenter's  point  (3),  the  EIR  notes  on  p.  168  that  during  pile 
driving,  the  noisiest  phase  of  constmction,  interior  noise  levels  in  the  existing 
Main  Library  could  reach  about  83  dBA  with  windows  open,  and  73  dBA  with 
windows  closed,  making  study  difficult.  These  noise  levels  could  also  dismpt 
conversation,  such  as  between  librarians  and  patrons.  The  sixth  sentence  of  the 
second  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  1 68  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  is 
underlined): 

These  noise  levels  could  make  study  difficult,  and  could  disrupt 
conversation  between  library  patrons  and  staff. 

As  noted  in  Table  9,  EIR  p.  166,  the  loudest  phases  of  the  constmction  process 
other  than  pile  driving  would  be  the  excavation  and  the  exterior  finishing  phases. 
These  would  produce  noise  levels  of  89  dBA  (construction  noise  levels  are 
estimated  at  50  feet  from  the  source);  at  the  closest  residence  and  at  the  existing 
library  (approximately  150-200  feet  away),  the  exterior  noise  level  would  be 
77  dBA.  Interior  noise  levels  would  be  about  10-15  dBA  lower  with  windows 
open,  and  with  windows  closed,  the  noise  level  from  the  two  noisiest  phases 
would  be  reduced  to  approximately  57  dBA. 

The  stmctural  erection  phase  would  be  the  longest  constmction  phase,  at 

26  weeks,  as  noted  in  Table  9.  The  exterior  noise  level  from  that  phase  would  be 
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85  (JBA  at  50  feet.  At  the  closest  residence  and  at  the  existing  library,  the  exterior 
noise  level  would  be  73  dBA.  At  those  locations,  interior  noise  levels  would  be 
about  10-15  dBA  lower  with  windows  open,  and  with  windows  closed  the  noise 
level  would  be  reduced  to  approxiinately  53  dBA. 

Together,  the  greatest  ambient  and  construction  noise  levels  (except  during  pile 
driving)  would  be  about  60  dBA  (existing  ambient  noise  level  plus  constmction 
noise  of  57  dBA)  inside  the  library  on  the  south  side  of  the  building  with 
windows  closed.  With  an  ambient  noise  level  of  60  dBA,  communication  would 
continue  to  be  possible  at  distances  associated  with  use  of  the  reference  desk 
(about  three  or  four  feet),  although  such  communication  may  require  speakers  to 
raise  their  voice  level  to  a  moderate  degree./2/  Communication  at  60  dBA  would 
not  be  considered  difficult./2/ 

With  windows  open,  interior  ambient  noise  levels  on  the  south  side  could  reach 
67  dBA.  Generally,  at  a  distance  of  four  feet  between  the  speaker  and  the 
listener,  67  dBA  represents  the  ambient  level  at  which  communication  would 
begin  to  be  difficult./2/  (If  the  library  windows  were  closed  on  the  south  side  of 
the  building  during  the  noisiest  constmction  activities  the  effect  on  conversations 
would  be  reduced. 

Regarding  the  commenter's  point  (4),  EIR  p.  165  notes  that  the  construction  of 
the  New  Main  Library  would  take  place  over  a  period  of  about  30  months.  The 
projected  phases  of  constmction  are  shown  in  Table  9,  p.  166,  with  an  estimated 
duration  and  average  noise  level.  As  stated  on  EIR  p.  166,  "pile  driving  would 
occur  intermittently  over  about  four  weeks  for  construction  of  the  New  Main 
Library;  hammering  would  occur  during  a  five-  to  eight-minute  period  for  each 
pile."  Thus  pile  driving  would  affect  normal  library  operations  over  this 
four-week  period.  With  respect  to  hearing  damage,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  167,  the 
actual  impacts  from  pile  driving  for  the  New  Main  Library  would  occur  no  more 
than  five  minutes  every  hour,  and  the  noise  impacts  from  pile  driving  would 
therefore  occur  approximately  40  minutes  per  day  over  four  weeks  (less  time  for 
the  Asian  Art  Museum  addition  to  the  existing  library  building).  As  noted  in  the 
RIR.  it  is  possible  that  ihe  pile  driving  could  be  carried  out  during  nighttime  hours 
if  It  were  detennined  to  be  less  dismptive  at  that  time;  however,  this  could  disturb 
area  residents. 
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As  noted  on  EIR  p.  165,  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  limits  the  hours  of 
construction  (to  minimize  noise  effects);  there  would  be  times  during  the  library's 
open  hours  that  even  the  southern  wall  windows  could  be  opened  with  no 
disturbance,  such  as  evenings  when  the  library  is  open  if  most  construction 
activity  were  to  occur  during  the  day. 

Regarding  the  commenter's  point  (5),  see  Noise  mitigation  measures  on  EIR  pp. 
183  -  184,  which  identify  consultation  by  the  project  sponsors  with  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  regarding  the  timing  of  pile  driving,  use  of 
state-of-the  art  noise  shielding  and  muffling  devices,  and  predrilling  of  pUe  holes 
where  feasible  as  means  adopted  by  the  sponsors  to  reduce  construction  noise. 
These  measures  are  included  as  part  of  the  project. 

As  noted  on  EBR.  p.  184,  including  the  text  change  on  p.  C&R.166,  the  project 
sponsor  for  the  New  Main  Library  has  rejected  installation  of  noise  barriers.  This 
and  other  measures  could  be  required  by  the  decision  makers. 

Comment 

"I'm  a  member  of  the  West  Block  Tenants  Association,  a  group  of  concerned  tenants 
from  250  McAllister,  260  McAllister,  270  McAllister,  and  324  Larkin.  We  are 
concerned  about,  No.  1,  noise  levels  in  proximity  of  especially  250,  260,  and  270 
[McAllister  Street],  during  pile  driving.  I  understand  that  the  noise  levels  could  be  as 
much  as  40  decibels  clean  up  to  90  decibels  and  more.  Also,  No.  2,  dust  impact.  At 
12  miles  an  hour  average  wind  velocity,  along  McAllister  a  lot  of  debris,  dust  and 
debris  can  be  kicked  up,  and  occasional  gusts  of  40  miles  an  hour  can  multiply  in  the 
situation. 

"We  believe  a  reliable,  viable,  respectable  plan  of  control  should  be  implemented. 
Working  hours  along  the  same  lines,  a  reliable,  respectable  plan  of  work  hours. 
Normal  working  hours  should  be  implemented."  (Matthew  Bixby,  West  Block 
Tenants  Association) 

"Also,  that  the  loud  noises  be  limited  between  8:00  a.m.  and  4:30  p.m.  and  only  for  the 
five  days  of  the  week,  Monday  through  Friday,  and  not  on  weekends." 
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"It  has  been  suggested  in  the  EIR  that  pile  driving  be  done  at  night.  We  live  there  24 
hours  and  would  like  to  sleep,  and  nighttime  will  actually  be  our  only  respite  from  the 
constmction  that  wiU  be  going  on.  Also,  that  the  workers  are  respectful  during  the 
early  morning  and  nighttime.  You  know,  no  loud  yelling  and  cursing,  et  cetera." 
(Phyllis  Hersch) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  Specific  noise  mitigation  measures,  including 
limitations  on  the  time  of  pile  driving,  the  noisiest  constmction  activity,  are 
identified  on  pp.  183  -  184  of  the  EIR.  The  project  sponsor,  in  consultation  with 
the  Department  of  Public  Works,  would  have  to  determine  the  time  for  pile 
driving  that  would  be  least  dismptive  to  neighboring  uses.  EIR  p.  183  contains  a 
mitigation  measure  that  would  reduce  effects  of  dust  during  construction. 

NOTES  -  Construction  Noise 

HI    Noise  measurements  are  presented  in  dBA,  Leq,  the  energy-equivalent  noise  level.  See 
footnote  2  on  EIR  p.  169. 

HI    Office  of  the  Scientific  Assistant,  USEPA  Noise  Effects  Handbook,  July  1981 . 

OPERATIONAL  NOISE 

Comment 

"I  had  spent  much  considerable  time  working  under  the  dome  of  the  British  Museum 
Library,  where  the  slapping  of  a  book  or  shifting  of  a  chair  caused  great  environmental 
chaos.  The  center  piece,  if  I  may  use  a  pun,  the  tour  de  force  of  [the  New  Main]  is  a 
dome  with  great  reflective  surfaces.  Shielding  this  space  by  glass  on  the  protrusion  of 
balconies  conflicts  with  this  great  architectural  tour  de  force.  And  its  concept  and  in 
its  central  focus,  this  design  is  terribly  flawed  and  should  go  down  to  ground  zero  and 
stiul  over  again.  TTiat  is  the  problem.  There  is  nothing  in  this  report  that  deals  with 
the  fundamental  environmental  flaw  of  working  from  this  kind  of  a  dome."  (Bernard 
Choden.  SFT) 
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Response 

According  to  the  project  sponsor,  the  dome  over  the  central  atrium  would  have 
the  potential  to  reflect  noise.  The  building's  acoustical  consultant  does  not 
believe  that  this  reflected  noise  would  disturb  library  patrons  or  employees 
because  work  and  study  areas  would  not  be  located  immediately  adjacent  to  the 
atrium  and  because  noise-absorbing  materials  would  be  used  throughout  the 
building./l/ 

The  New  Main  Library  would  not  experience  reflected  noise  to  the  degree  that 
occurs  in  the  British  Museum,  where  nearly  the  entire  main  reading  room  is 
covered  by  a  dome. 

NOTE  -  Operational  Noise 

/I/    Abel.  Russell,  Project  Manager,  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  Bureau  of  Architecture, 
telephone  conversation,  January  16,  1992. 

GEOLOGY  ANT)  SRf.SMiriTY 

Comment 

"The  proposed  seismic  upgrade  of  the  existing  library  building  would  meet,  or  exceed, 
the  seismic  force  resistance  requirements  of  the  1973  Uniform  Building  Code  (UBC). 
However,  those  seismic  parameters  were  based  on  Seismic  Zone  3  conditions. 
Currently,  Seismic  Zone  4  conditions  are  specified  for  the  San  Francisco  area  in  the 
1991  edition  of  UBC.  Use  of  1973  UBC,  rather  than  the  1991  standards,  should  be 
addressed  in  the  Final  EIR."  (Luree  Stetson,  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology,  State 
Department  of  Conservation) 

Response 

The  following  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  third  paragraph  on  p.  172  of  the  DEIR: 

The  seismic  upgrade  of  the  existing  Main  Library  would  meet,  or  exceed, 
the  seismic  force  resistance  requirements  of  the  1991  Uniform  Building 
Code./5a/ 
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The  following  note  is  added  on  p.  175  of  the  DEIR,  after  Note  5: 

/5a/    Niewiarowski,  Richard,  Principal,  Rutherford  &  Chekene,  Structural 
Engineers,  telephone  conversation,  February  3,  1992. 

Comment 

"Page  174  of  the  report  says  as  follows:  'Existing  Main  Library  buildings  sustained  no 
structural  damage  as  a  result  of  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake.'  This  is  news  to  me.  I 
thought  that  there  was  significant  damage.  1  have  not  seen  what  it  is,  but  I  have  been 
led  to  believe.  So  I  would  ask  that  the  EIR  people  take  a  look  at  that  statement.  Russ 
Abel  is  quoted.  That's  a  quotation  from  Russ,  and  he  may  be  misquoted.  Maybe  Mr. 
Karasick  can  come  on  and  make  it  later  on."  (Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

As  noted  on  p.  174  of  the  EIR,  the  existing  library  building  did  not  sustain 
structural  damage  in  the  1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake,  although  the  book  stack 
area  was  closed  because  the  stacks  were  loosened  from  the  interior  walls. 

Comment 

"Also,  seismic  facts  of  the  pile  driving  should  be  considered.  As  you  know,  when  you 
drive  piles  into  bedrock  that  other  residences  are  sitting  on,  a  whole  lot  of  shaking  will 
be  going  on."  (Matthew  Bixby,  West  Block  Tenants  Association) 

Response 

EIR  p.  167  notes  that  vibration  from  pile  driving  can  be  more  disturbing  than  the 
noise  generated.  As  noted  on  p.  167.  the  Department  of  Public  Works  may 
impose  conditions  on  pile  driving,  depending  on  circumstances.  (Refer  also  to 
Mitigation,  p.  183) 
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HAZARDS 

Comment 

"Now,  in  here  also  the  data  represents  the  Committee  to  Investigate  Electromagnetic 
Radiation  —  at  your  behest  this  committee  was  formed  and  has  been  meeting  for  the 
last  three  years  at  the  Public  Health  Department.  This  was  after  Sutro  Tower 
requested  an  expansion  of  their  facilities."  (Ramona  Albright,  Coalition  of  SF 
Neighborhoods) 

"It  has  been  brought  to  the  attention  of  CIER  that  the  CARD  CATALOG  of  the  new 
Ubrary  will  be  replaced  by  ONLY  COMPUTERS. 

"CIER  was  requested  to  testify  here  today  regarding  the  proposed  elimination  of  the 
conventional  card  catalogue  and  replacing  it  with  strictly  computers.  That  means  that 
children  and  pregnant  ladies  would  be  exposed,  if  you  believe  the  mountains  of 
literature,  to  potentially  dangerous  electromagnetic  radiation  every  time  they  sit  in 
front  of  that  screen. 

"The  Board  of  Supervisors  and  you  commissioners  have  been  advised,  in  the  past,  of 
the  dangers  to  human  health  from  VIDEO  DISPLAY  TERMINALS.  Children  and 
prenatal  women  are  at  especially  high  risk. 

"You  might  want  to  consider  two  preventive  measures: 

"1)    duplicate  the  computer  access  with  the  conventional  card  catalog  and 

"2)     require  the  new  display  terminals  are  equipped  with  state  of  the  art  screens 
which  claim  to  eliminate  SOME  of  the  electromagnetic  radiation." 
(Ramona  M.  Albright,  Committee  to  Investigate  Electromagnetic  Radiation) 

Response 

The  City  of  San  Francisco  adopted  a  Video  Display  Terminal  ( VDT)  ordinance  in 
December  1990;  the  law  took  effect  on  January  26.  1991.  The  ordinance  applies 
to  employees  who  use  a  VDT  for  at  least  four  hours  per  shift,  and  would  apply  to 
employees  of  the  New  Main  Library.  Library  patrons  (including  children  and 
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prenatal  women)  are  not  covered  by  the  ordinance;  however,  they  would  not  be 
expected  to  use  the  computerized  system  for  any  length  of  time,  limiting  their 
exposure  to  electromagnetic  radiation. 

The  New  Main  Library  would  include  a  computerized  catalogue  system,  with 
VDTs,  rather  than  a  physical  card  catalogue  to  eliminate  the  time  spent  on 
updating  /  replacing  and  revising  the  current  card  system.  Maintenance  and  ease 
of  retrieval  with  a  computerized  system  would  save  staff  time  and  allow  patrons 
access  to  more  updated  materials;  retaining  and  updating  a  traditional  card 
catalogue  would  be  more  expensive. 

Newer  VDT  screens,  such  as  those  that  would  be  used  in  the  New  Main  Library, 
have  decreased  the  electromagnetic  radiation  emitted  by  VDTs,  compared  to 
older  equipment./l/  The  VDT  ordinance  would  require  that  New  Main  Library 
employees  be  apprised  of  updated  health  and  safety  information. 

The  ordinance  mandates  a  training  program  for  employees,  which  is  currently 
being  developed  and  expected  to  be  completed  in  March  or  April  1992.  This 
program  will  include  information  on  the  possible  health  effects  from 
electromagnetic  radiation,  health  effects  from  poorly  designed  work  stations, 
protective  measures,  and  a  summary  of  the  latest  research  into  potential  VDT 
hazards.  Operators  and  supervisors  will  be  required  to  receive  training  on  an 
annual  basis./l/ 

The  New  Main  Library  would  be  required  to  comply  with  all  provisions  of  the 
ordinance  which  include  work  station  requirements,  time  constraints  on  repetitive 
keyboard  work,  and  training  on  possible  health  effects  and  protective  measures. 

NOTE  -  Hazards 

IM    Lee.  Richard.  Senior  Industrial  Hygienist,  San  Francisco  Health  Department,  telephone 
conversation,  January  27,  1992. 
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COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

Comment 

"It  should  also  be  noted  in  the  final  EIR  that  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  has 
received  a  request  from  the  community  to  construct  a  temporary  tot  lot  play  area  at  the 
northeast  comer  of  Civic  Center  Plaza.  The  Park  and  Open  Space  Citizens  Advisory 
Committee  is  considering  a  recommendation  to  allocate  funds  for  this  purpose.  If  the 
proposed  tot  lot  is  approved  and  constructed,  this  new  play  area  would  be  adversely 
affected  by  additional  shadow  in  the  morning  (possibly  a  high-use  period  for  childcare 
providers),  construction  noise  (from  truck  traffic,  pile  driving,  and  general 
construction),  decreased  air  quality  related  to  construction  activity  (especially 
demolition  and  excavation  activity),  and  increased  traffic  congestion."  (Mary  E. 
Bums,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  Shadow  effects  of  the  project  on  Civic  Center  Plaza  are 
discussed  on  p.  109  of  the  EIR  and  on  p.  C&R.128  of  this  Comments  and 
Responses  document.  Constmction-generated  dust  is  discussed  on  p.  164  of  the 
EIR  and  on  p.  C&R.148  of  this  document,  and  the  EIR,  p.  183,  includes  a  related 
mitigation  measure  included  in  the  project.  Construction  noise  is  discussed  on  p. 
168  of  the  EIR  and  on  pp.  C&R.149  -  154  of  this  document,  and  EIR  p.  184 
includes  a  mitigation  measure  under  consideration  which  could  be  required  by  the 
decision  makers.  Traffic  is  discussed  in  Section  IV.D.,  pp.  1 19  -  159  (see 
especially  pp.  129  -  137  and  pp.  154  -  157).  Also  see  p.  C&R.129  of  this 
document. 

OVER  AT  J  .  CONSTRUCTION  IMPACTS 

Comment 

"Now,  this  is  not  the  first  time  we  have  gone  through  demolition  and  constmction  of 
property  around  our  properties,  and  we  don't  want  the  negligent,  disrespectful  crap  to 
go  on  this  time,  too."  (Matthew  Bixby,  West  Block  Tenants  Association) 
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'Till  a  tenant  in  260  McAllister  Street.  I  feel  that  the  EIR  doesn't  adequately  address 
the  iinpact  that  the  residents  directly  across  from  the  existing  library  will  receive  in 
that.  Suggestions  that  should  also  be  added  to  mitigate  the  problems  or 
inconveniences  that  arise  are:  First,  to  create  a  liaison  to  the  residents  of  the 
immediate  area.  And  that  would  include  the  west  block  area,  as  well  as  the  two 
residential  hotels,  to  talk  about  what  will  happen  before  the  construction  begins,  and 
someone  we  can  call  with  the  issues  during  construction  times  who  can  help  solve 
these  problems. 

"Thirdly,  a  notification  of  residents  that  are  in  all  the  buildings  every  three  to  four 
weeks  of  the  schedule  of  what  is  happening,  the  times  and  types  of  activities,  how  long 
they  will  go  on,  the  effect  to  us  during  that  time  period,  the  noise  level,  dust,  et  cetera. 

"We  have  a  significant  number  of  elderly  and  people  on  disability  who  spend  the 
majority  of  their  time  in  their  homes  on  McAllister  and  on  Larkin  Street.  Construction 
will  adversely  affect  us  for,  it  appears,  30  months  for  the  new  library,  and  after  that, 
two  more  months  for  the  new  Asian  Art  Museum,  which  is  a  total  of  54  months,  if  I 
am  correct.  And,  eventually,  it  is  also  discussed  that  450  McAllister  Street  will  be 
under  construction  and  potentially  the  construction  on  Golden  Gate  behind  us,  which 
would  mean  that  three  sides  of  us  will  have  construction  24  hours. 

"We  would  suggest  that  also  because  we  have  no  air  conditioning  and  we  have  to  keep 
our  windows  open  during  the  warmer  times  that  a  fund  be  created  for  those  people  who 
are  going  to  be  affected,  and  also  I  assume  the  residents  of  the  hotels,  to  provide  for 
periodic  cleaning  of  the  debris  and  dust  that  will  get  inside  and  outside,  also  repair  of 
items  broken  due  to  constmction.  Previously,  we  have  had  electronic  apparatus  in 
apartments  destroyed  by  all  the  dust  that  comes  in,  and  also  a  fund  to  create  day  trips 
or  weekend  trips  to  allow  us  to  get  away  from  the  constant  dirt,  traffic,  construction  for 
potentially  three  to  five  years."  (Phyllis  Hersch) 
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Response 

Mitigation  measures  related  to  construction  traffic,  air  quality  and  noise  are 
identified  in  the  EIR  on  pp.  181-184.  Issues  concerning  notification  of  nearby 
residents  and  workers,  damage  to  personal  property,  and  other  concerns  of 
persons  in  nearby  land  uses  are  not  properly  examined  in  the  EIR,  but  rather  are 
issues  to  be  resolved  between  the  project  sponsor  and/or  construction  manager 
and  occupants  of  these  nearby  uses. 

The  City  would  have  a  designated  neighborhood  liaison  during  construction  of  the 
New  Main  Library,  and  the  Asian  Art  Museum  would  have  a  project  manager 
who  could  serve  a  similar  function./ 1,2/ 

NOTES  -  Overall  Construction  Impacts 

/I/    Abel,  Russell,  Project  Manager,  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  Bureau  of  Architecture, 
telephone  conversation,  January  16,  1992. 

Ill    Teichman,  Judith,  Project  Manager,  Asian  at  the  Civic  Center,  telephone  conversation, 
January  21,  1992. 

MITIGATION  MEASURES  PROPOSED  TO  MINTMTTy.  PrnwiIAL  ADVERSE 
IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROJECT 

ARCHITECTURAL,  fflSTORICAL  AND  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 
Comment 

"In  CHAPTER  V,  MITIGATIQN  MEASURES  PROPOSED  TO  MINIMIZE 
POTENTIAL  ADVERSE  IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROJECT,  a  new  section  called 
ARCHITECTURAL  AND  HISTORICAL  RESOURCES,  is  merited.  (Vincent  Marsh, 
LPAB) 

Response 

As  noted  on  p.  C&R.93  -95,  the  proposed  changes  to  the  existing  Main  Library 
building,  including  removal  of  inscriptions,  removal  of  the  cement  statues  above 
the  Larkin  Street  entrance,  and  lengthening  of  the  windows  on  the  Fulton  Street 
side  of  the  building,  and  the  removal  of  the  Piazzoni  murals  from  the  interior  of 
the  building,  would  contravene  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  "Standards  for 
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Rehabilitation."  These  changes  would  have  a  significant  impact  on  Architectural, 
Historical  and  Cultural  Resources,  on  this  building,  which  is  identified  as 
contributory  within  two  Historic  Districts. 


Mitigation  of  this  impact,  that  is,  eliminating  these  changes  from  the  Asian  Art 
Museum  development  program,  is  available.  Accordingly,  Chapter  V., 
Mitigation  Measures  Proposed  to  Minimize  Potential  Adverse  Impacts  of  the 
Project,  beginning  on  DEIR  p.  179,  is  revised  as  follows: 

On  p.  179.  after  the  third  paragraph,  the  heading,  "CULTURAL  RESOURCES"  is 
replaced  by  the  heading,  "ARCHITECTURAL,  HISTORICAL  AND 
CULTURAL  RESOURCES. 

On  p.  180,  after  the  third  paragraph,  the  subheading,  "MEASURES  UNDER 
CONSIDERATION  BY  THE  PROJECT  SPONSORS"  is  added,  and  the 
following  mitigation  measures  are  added: 

•  The  Asian  Art  Museum,  upon  assuming  jurisdiction  over  the  existing  Main 
Library  building,  could  adopt  a  remodeling  program  for  the  building  that 
would  not  remove  the  inscription  identifying  and  dedicating  the  existing 
Main  Library  building,  the  inscribed  names  of  literary  figures  on  the  end 
bays  of  the  building,  and  the  cement  statues  above  the  Larkin  Street 
entrance,  and  would  not  lengthen  the  windows  on  the  Fulton  Street  side  of 
the  building. 

•  The  Asian  Art  Museum  could  retain  all  14,  or  the  10  original  Piazzoni 
murzds  on  the  second  floor  balcony  of  the  building. 

•  Should  the  Asian  Art  Museum  decide  to  remove  the  Piazzoni  murals  from 
the  second  floor  balcony  of  the  existing  Main  Library  building,  the  Asian 
Art  Museum,  in  cooperation  with  the  Arts  Commission  of  San  Francisco, 
could  locate  a  suitable  site  within  the  City  of  San  Francisco  for  relocation 
of  the  murals.  Such  a  site  could  be  approved  by  the  Arts  Commission. 

In  response  to  concerns  expressed  by  commenters  on  the  EIR,  Asian  Art  Museum 
staff  are  considering  covering  the  inscriptions  on  the  existing  Main  Library,  rather 
than  eliminating  them.  TTierefore.  the  following  measure  is  added  on  DEIR 
p.  IHO  at  the  end  of  the  above  measures  under  consideration: 

The  Asian  Art  Museum  staff  is  considering  covering  the  inscriptions  on  the 
cxistmg  Main  Libr.u^,  ;ind  covering  m  place  the  Piazzoni  murals,  rather 
than  reniovuig  them. 
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In  the  DEIR  Summary,  p.  15,  the  subheading  following  the  fifth  full  paragraph  is 
revised  to  read  (new  language  underlined),  "MEASURES  UNDER 
CONSIDERATION  BY  THE  PROJECT  SPONSORS,"  and  the  mitigation 
measures  listed  above  ait  added  after  that  subheading. 

On  p.  180,  after  the  four  new  mitigation  measures  added  to  p.  180,  above,  the 
subheading,  "MEASURES  THAT  COULD  BE  IMPLEMENTED  BY  PUBLIC 
AGENCIES"  is  added,  and  the  following  mitigation  measure  is  added  after  that 
subheading: 

•       The  Board  of  Supervisors,  in  approving  transfer  of  jurisdiction  over  the 

existing  Main  Library  building  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  could  establish  as 
a  condition  that  the  museum  adopt  a  remodeling  program  for  the  building 
that  would  comply  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  "Standards  for 
Rehabilitation."  The  determination  of  compliance  with  the  Standards  could 
be  made  by  the  National  Park  Service,  in  consultation  with  the  California 
Office  of  Historic  Preservation. 

In  the  DEIR  Summary,  p.  16,  the  subheading  at  the  top  of  the  page  is  revised  to 
read  (new  language  underlined),  "MEASURES  THAT  COULD  BE 
IMPLEMENTED  BY  OTHER  AGENCIES,"  and  the  mitigation  measure  above  is 
added. 

The  EIR  authors  have  concluded  that  the  Architectural,  Historic  and  Cultural 
impacts  of  the  rest  of  the  project,  analyzed  in  the  EIR,  would  not  be  significant. 
(They  include  the  proposed  demolition  of  45  Hyde  Street  and  construction  in  its 
place  of  an  addition  to  the  existing  library  building,  demolition  of  100  Larkin 
Street,  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  and  construction  of  the  New  Main 
Library,  and  construction  of  the  Fulton  Street  MaU.)  Therefore,  mitigation 
measures  suggested  by  the  commenter  in  relation  to  those  parts  of  the  project 
appear  on  p.  C&R.108,  and  p.  C&R.175,  under  discussion  of  Impacts  and 
Alternatives. 

TRANSPORTATION 

Comment 

The  Draft  EIR  includes  a  proposed  mitigation  measure  stating  that  the  Asian  Art 
Museum  'could'  include  secure  bicycle  parking  facilities  for  employees  and  visitors. 
The  BAC  proposes  that  this  be  changed  to  'would'  and  that  the  same  three  criteria  that 
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are  listed  above  for  the  library  be  imposed  upon  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  or  any  other 
entity  that  occupies  the  existing  Main  Library  building  in  the  future."  (Marilyn  Hope 
Smulyan,  BAC) 

Response 

The  measure  referred  to  by  the  commenter  is  part  of  a  set  of  transportation 
mitigation  measures.  Those  measures  have  not  been  incorporated  into  the  project 
by  the  project  sponsors  and  are  in  the  conditional  "could."  The  measure  is 
presented  under  the  heading,  "Measures  Under  Consideration  by  the  Project 
Sponsors"  and  the  "could"  referred  to  by  the  commenter  reflects  this  status.  The 
EIR  identifies  mitigation  measures  and  their  status  (proposed  or  not),  but  does  not 
require  their  adoption.  The  decision  makers  could  require  this  and/or  other 
measures  as  part  of  project  approval. 

Comment 

"The  draft  EIR  also  includes  a  mitigation  measure  that  would  permit  construction 
truck  movement  only  between  9:00  a.m.  and  3:30  p.m.  to  minimize  peak-hour  traffic 
conflicts.  This  mitigation  measure  should  be  expanded  to  include  a  truck  route  that 
would  have  the  least  impact  on  pedestrian  circulation  in  Civic  Center.  This  is 
especially  important  since  the  time-frame  proposed  for  truck  movement  would 
coincide  with  the  mid-day  peak-period  of  park  use  and  activity  in  Civic  Center  Plaza." 
(Mary  E.  Bums,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Response 

The  mitigation  measure  referred  to  by  the  Commenter  (the  last  measure  on  EIR 
p.  181 )  is  a  measure  under  consideration  by  the  project  sponsors.  If  rejected,  it 
could  be  required  by  the  decision  makers.  The  measure  goes  on  to  state  that  the 
project  sponsors  and  construction  manager(s)  could  meet  with  the  Departments  of 
Parking  and  Traffic  and  City  Planning,  the  Fire  Department  and  MUNI  to 
determine  feasible  transportation  measures  to  reduce  traffic  congestion  and 
pedestrian  circulation  impacts  during  construction  of  this  project  and  other  nearby 
projects.  (Underlined  language  has  been  added  to  this  measure;  see  below.) 

The  second  sentence  of  the  last  mitigation  measure  on  DEIR  p.  181  is  revised  to 
read  as  follows  (new  language  underlmed): 
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The  project  sponsors  and  construction  contractor(s)  could  meet  with  the 
Traffic  Engineering  Division  of  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  the 
Fire  Department,  MUNI  and  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  determine 
feasible  traffic  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  traffic  congestion  and 
pedestrian  circulation  impacts  during  constmction  of  this  project  and  other 
nearby  projects. 

The  same  revision  is  made  to  the  last  mitigation  measure  on  p.  15  in  the  DEIR 
summary. 

CONSTRUCTION  NOISE 

Comment 

"The  EER  discusses  methods  of  noise  mitigation  that  could  be  used  during 
constmction,  but  does  not  state  what  methods  wiU  be  employed.  ...  I  emphasize 
'could'  —  be  employed  because  they  aren't  saying  they  will ....  The  measures 
described  on  page  169  employing  barriers  and  berms  seem  like  they  would  be  very 
effective,  yet  there  is  no  guarantee  that  they  will  be  taken.  The  EIR  goes  on  to  note 
that  the  project  sponsor  has  rejected  a  noise  mitigation  measure  that  could  require  the 
general  contractors  to  construct  barriers  around  the  site  and  around  stationary 
equipment  in  pit  areas  leading  to  a  5  dBA  reduction  in  sound  level  (p.  184).  The  report 
does  not  detail  why  this  measure  has  been  rejected  even  though  it  could  potentially 
improve  the  sound  environment  inside  the  library."  (Jason  Gibbs) 

Response 

Mitigation  measures  not,  or  not  yet,  incorporated  into  the  project  by  the  project 
sponsors  are  in  the  conditional  "could,"  and  listed  as  under  consideration  or  as 
"considered  and  rejected"  in  the  case  of  the  measure  referenced  by  the 
commenter.  The  EIR  identifies  mitigation  measures;  it  does  not  require  their 
adoption.  The  decision  makers  could  require  this  and/or  other  measures  as  part  of 
project  approval. 

The  following  is  added  as  a  new  paragraph  after  the  fourth  paragraph  on  DEIR 
p.  184: 
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The  project  sponsor  for  the  New  Main  Library  has  rejected  installation  of 
barriers  around  the  site  because  the  sponsor  does  not  expect  construction 
activities  to  generate  noise  levels  that  would  violate  the  City's  Noise 
Ordinance.  The  sponsor  believes  that  constructing  barriers  or  berms  around 
the  approximately  35-foot  deep  excavation  site  to  reduce  this  impact  would 
not  be  cost-effective./l/ 

As  noted  on  EIR  p.  167,  actual  noise  impacts  of  pile  driving,  which  would 
generate  the  greatest  construction  noise  levels,  "would  occur  for  no  more  than 
five  minutes  per  hour  (for  a  total  of  40  minutes  per  day)."  Noise  effects  of  pile 
driving  would  therefore  be  temporary  and  limited  to  the  construction  period. 

The  following  note  is  added  after  the  last  paragraph  on  DEER  p.  185: 

/!/      Abel,  Russell,  Project  Manager,  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  Bureau  of 
Architecture,  telephone  conversation,  January  16,  1992. 

SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  THAT  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED  IF 
THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT  IS  IMPI  PMPNTRD 

Comment 

"In  CHAPTER  VI,  SIGNIHCANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  THAT  CANNOT 
BE  AVOIDED;  some  additions  are  in  order: 

"Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources:  page  180 

"Moving  the  Pioneer  Monument  would  eliminate  the  last  remaining  marker  of  the 
pre- 1906  City  Hall  and  of  the  sand  lot  political  rallies  of  the  1870's. 

"The  architectural  integrity  of  the  existing  Main  Library  building,  a  contributor  to  the 
National  Historic  Landmark  District,  a  significant  building  within  the  National 
Register  District  and  a  contributory  building  within  the  proposed  local  Civic  Center 
Historic  District  would  be  permanently  compromised  if  the  external  changes  outlined 
are  implemented.  These  changes  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  two  new  doorways  on 
Fulton  Street  and  dcstmction  of  the  present  one,  enlargement  of  the  lower  windows  on 
Fulton  Street,  removal  of  the  statues  on  the  Larkin  Street  facade,  and  construction  of 
an  additional  disabled  entrance  ramp. 
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"A  major  City-owned  artwork,  the  Piazzoni  murals  on  the  existing  Main  Library 
processional  staircase  balcony,  would  be  moved  from  the  original  setting  for  which 
they  were  designed  and  painted.  If  sold,  as  the  Library  Commission's  Resolution 
envisions,  they  would  be  lost  to  the  City  and  might  be  separated  from  each  other, 
severely  compromising  any  future  possibility  of  understanding  their  unified  design. 
This  major  artwork  might  even  be  destroyed. 

"The  100  Larkin  Street  Office  Building  would  be  demolished. 

"The  design  of  the  New  Main  Library's  Larkin  Street  facade  would  contrast  with  the 
light-and-shadow  patterns  of  the  National  Historic  Landmark  District.  All  the  other 
buildings  facing  Civic  Center  Plaza  have  upper  story  columns  which  cast  shadows  on 
recessed  windows,  whereas  the  New  Main  Library  building  would  have  upper  story 
projecting  windows  which  would  cast  shadows  on  recessed  columns. 

"Transportation,  page  180 

"About  230  parking  spaces  will  be  lost  (90  on-street  spaces  on  Fulton,  130  on  the 
Marshall  Square  lot,  and  10  for  library  staff).  Coupled  with  estimated  parking  demand 
generated  by  the  project,  the  net  parking  deficit  would  be  about  545  spaces."  (Vincent 
Marsh,  LPAB) 

"This,  then,  is  our  understanding  of  CEQA: 

A  significant  Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Impact  (the  removal  of  the 
Monument)  could  be  mitigated  only  by  an  architectural,  historical  and  cultural 
mitigation  (such  as  finding  a  suitable  relocation  site  for  the  Monument,  securing  the 
monies  for  its  removal  and  pledging  not  to  put  it  into  storage."  (Commenters' 
emphasis  retained)  (Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Ann  Miller,  SFT) 

Response 

CEQA  Section  21068  defines  "significant  effect"  as  "...  a  substantial,  or 
potentially  substantial,  adverse  change  in  the  environment."  CEQA 


> 
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Section  21060.5  defines  "environment"  as  "the  physical  conditions  which  exist 
w  ithin  the  area  which  will  be  affected  by  a  proposed  project,  including  land,  air, 
water,  minerals,  floral,  fauna,  noise,  objects  of  historic  or  aesthetic  significance. ' 

As  the  title  indicates,  Chapter  VI.,  Significant  Environmental  Effects  That  Cannot 
Be  Avoided  if  the  Proposed  Project  is  Implemented.  EIR  p.  186,  identifies 
significant  adverse  effects  of  the  proposed  project  which  are  unmitigable  to  a 
level  of  non-significance,  and  concludes  that,  while  there  would  be  no 
project-specific  significant  impacts,  the  proposed  project  would  contribute  to 
cumulative  development  in  the  Greater  Downtown  and  Vicinity  that  would  cause 
traffic  increases,  passenger  loading  increases  on  MUNI,  BART  and  other  regional 
transit  carriers,  and  potential  violations  of  fine  particulate  matter  standards  in  San 
Francisco.  The  impacts  believed  by  the  commenters  to  be  significant  are 
discussed  in  the  EIR  and  in  this  Response  to  Comments  document;  they  were  not 
found  by  the  EIR  authors  to  be  significant,  unavoidable  effects  as  defined  by 
CEQA. 

As  discussed  below  and  in  the  response  on  pp.  C&R.93  -  95,  as  part  of  the 
Comments  and  Responses  process,  including  comments  on  the  DEIR  and 
correspondence  with  the  National  Park  Service  and  the  State  Office  of  Historic 
Preservation,  alteration  of  the  existing  Main  Library  building  as  proposed  with 
the  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  Architectural.  Historic  and  Cultural 
Resources.  That  effect  could  be  mitigated  by  eliminating  those  changes  from  the 
proposed  conversion  of  the  library  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  (See  the  response 
under  Mitigation  Measures,  pp.  C&R.161  -  163.) 

Mitigation  is  not  required  to  be  identified  except  for  otherwise  significant 
impacts.  The  City  Planning  Coinmission  could  conclude  that  the  project  would 
result  in  one  or  more  significant  impacts,  and  could  find  that  the  impacts  could  be 
reduced  to  a  less-than-significant  level  through  appropriate  mitigation  measures 
included  as  pan  of  the  project  or  required  as  a  condition  of  approval  by  the 
decision  makers. 
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If  the  City  Planning  Commission  were  to  find  that  the  project  would  have  one  or 
more  significant  effects,  the  decision-making  bodies  (for  example,  the  Library 
Commission,  Arts  Commission,  Asian  Art  Commission,  Department  of  Public 
Works)  would  have  to  make  one  of  three  findings  for  each  significant  effect  prior 
to  approval  of  the  project,  as  required  under  CEQA  Section  15091(a):  changes 
have  been  required,  or  incorporated  into,  the  project  that  would  avoid  or 
substantially  lessen  the  impact;  such  changes  are  within  the  responsibility  of 
another  public  agency  that  can  or  should  adopt  those  changes;  or  specific 
economic,  social,  or  other  considerations  make  infeasible  the  mitigation  measures 
or  project  altematives  identified  in  the  EIR.  This  last  determination  would  be  a 
finding  of  overriding  considerations. 

The  proposed  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  from  its  current  site  to  another 
site  within  Civic  Center  would  be  unlikely  to  affect  the  status  of  the  Civic  Center 
as  a  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  Historic  District  and  National  Historic 
Landmark  District,  or  the  proposed  local  Civic  Center  Historic  District,  because 
the  monument  is  not  identified  as  a  contributory  to  the  National  Historic 
Landmark  District  or  the  proposed  local  district.  The  monument  would  be 
relocated  within  the  districts,  rather  than  altered  or  destroyed. 

As  discussed  in  previous  responses  to  comments  within  this  document, 
pp.  C&R.46  -  62  under  "Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources,  Setting, 
Site  History,"  the  Pioneer  Monument  was  constructed  at  the  site  of  the  'Sand  Lot' 
activities;  there  is  no  archival  evidence  to  indicate  that  the  monument  was 
constmcted  in  connection  with,  or  as  a  memorial  to.  Sand  Lot  activities. 
Relocation  of  the  monument  would  remove  the  last  physical  marker  of  the 
pre- 1906  City  Hall  and  the  street  grid  of  that  era,  as  described  on  EIR  p.  83. 
Depending  on  the  location  selected,  relocation  could  reestablish,  to  a  greater  or 
lesser  degree,  the  monument's  relationship  with  City  Hall,  also  as  noted  on  p.  83. 
The  EIR  authors  have  concluded  that  relocation  of  the  monument  would  not  have 
a  significant  adverse  effect  on  Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources. 
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If  the  proposed  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  were  found  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  to  be  an  unavoidable  significant  adverse  effect  of  the 
project,  the  decision-making  bodies  must  make  a  finding  of  overriding 
considerations,  as  noted  above,  in  order  to  approve  relocation. 

In  the  Alternatives  chapter,  EIR  pp.  188  -  197,  the  EIR  considers  two  alternatives 
for  the  Pioneer  Monument;  Alternative  B.l,  Retain  in  Place,  and  Alternative  B.2, 
Relocate  within  Civic  Center  (including  a  storage  altemative,  Alternative  B.3). 
As  noted  in  the  introduction  to  the  Altematives  chapter,  EIR  p.  187,  the  decision 
makers  could  approve  an  altemative  instead  of  the  project  if  they  found  it  would 
be  more  appropriate  for  the  site(s). 

See  the  response  under  "Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources, 
Historic  Districts,  Impacts,"  on  p.  C&R.88  -  96  for  further  discussion  of  effects 
on  the  National  Historic  Landmark  District  of  relocating  the  monument. 

The  currently  proposed  changes  to  the  existing  Main  Library,  encompassing 
removal  of  inscriptions  and  cement  statues,  lengthening  windows  on  the  Fulton 
Street  facade,  and  removal  of  the  Piazzoni  murals  from  the  interior  of  the  existing 
library,  as  described  on  EIR  pp.  82  -  83,  would  not  conform  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  of  Historic  Buildings  and  would 
significantly  impact  this  contributory  building  in  the  National  Historic  Landmark 
District.  This  impact  could  be  mitigated  by  eliminating  these  alterations  from  the 
development  program  of  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  Please  see  pp.  C&R.88  -  96  and 
C&R.161  -  163  herein  for  related  comments  and  responses  including  revisions  to 
the  DEIR  regarding  Impacts  and  Mitigation  Measures.  If  the  proposed  facade 
alterations  or  mural  removals  were  to  be  found  by  the  City  Planning  Commission 
to  be  an  unavoidable  significant  adverse  effect  of  the  project,  the  decision-making 
bodies  must  make  a  finding  of  overriding  considerations  in  regard  to  the 
significant  effect,  as  noted  above. 

The  100  Larkin  Street  building,  to  be  demolished,  is  not  a  contributory  element  in 
the  National  Historic  Landmark  District.  The  building  could  have  state  and/or 
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local  historical  importance;  it  is  identified  as  noncontributory  in  the  proposed 
local  Civic  Center  Historic  District  ./1 ,2/  Its  demolition  is  not  considered  by  the 
EIR  authors  to  have  a  significant  adverse  effect  on  the  environment.  If  the 
proposed  demolition  of  the  100  Larkin  Street  building  were  to  be  found  by  the 
City  Planning  Commission  to  be  an  unavoidable  significant  adverse  effect  of  the 
project,  the  decision-making  bodies  must  make  a  finding  of  overriding 
considerations  in  regard  to  the  significant  effect,  as  noted  above. 

Construction  of  the  New  Main  Library  would  not  be  likely  to  affect  the  status  of 
the  Civic  Center  designation  as  a  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  Historic 
District  or  National  Historic  Landmark  District,  or  the  proposed  Civic  Center 
Historic  District,  because  the  proposed  design  for  the  north  and  west  facades  of 
the  new  building  would  be  of  similar  style,  scale  and  massing  to  that  of  existing 
contributory  buildings  to  those  districts.  Both  the  national  districts  and  the 
proposed  local  district  include  non-contributory  stmctures  at  45  Hyde  Street  and 
100  Larkin  Street;  the  proposed  local  Historic  District  also  includes  the  recently 
constructed  Davies  Symphony  Hall  and  Edmund  G.  Brown  State  Office 
Building.  The  New  Main  Library  building  would  be  considered  a 
non-contributory  structure  to  the  national  districts,  and,  as  a  new  building,  would 
be  expected  to  be  considered  non-contributory  to  the  proposed  local  Historic 
District.  The  National  Park  Service  has  stated  that  the  proposed  New  Main 
Library  would  be  comparable  in  scale  to  existing  buildings  within  the  National 
Historic  Landmark  District,  and  that  the  Grove  and  Hyde  Street  facades  "appear 
to  be  incongmous  with  the  character  of  the  historic  district  and  the  surrounding 
area. "/I/  The  EIR  authors  have  not  found  that  construction  of  the  New  Main 
Library  would  have  a  significant  impact  on  Architectural,  Historic  and  Cultural 
Resources.  If  the  proposed  construction  of  the  new  building  were  to  be  found  by 
the  City  Planning  Commission  to  be  an  unavoidable  significant  adverse  effect  of 
the  project,  the  decision-making  bodies  must  make  a  finding  of  overriding 
considerations  in  regard  to  the  significant  effect,  as  noted  above,  in  order  to 
approve  the  project. 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Please  see  the  response  under  "Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources, 
Impacts,  Historic  Districts,"  pp.  C&R.88  -  96,  for  more  information  on  impacts  to 
the  historic  districts. 

Chapter  V.,  Mitigation  Measures,  of  the  EIR,  pp.  179  -  185,  including  the  text 
additions  made  on  pp.  C&R.162  -163,  identifies  measures  that  would  reduce  to  a 
level  of  insignificance,  or  eliminate,  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the 
proposed  project.  As  stated  on  EIR  p.  179,  some  of  the  measures  have  been,  or 
would  be,  incorporated  into  the  project  by  the  project  sponsors;  some  are  under 
consideration  and/or  have  been  rejected.  Implementation  of  some  of  the 
measures  identified  would  be  the  responsibility  of  other  agencies.  Measures 
under  consideration  or  rejected  by  the  project  sponsor  may  be  required  by  the 
decision  makers  as  conditions  of  project  approval. 

Regarding  parking,  the  figure  of  545  spaces  cited  by  the  commenter  consists  of 
project-generated  demand  plus  parking  displaced  by  the  project.  As  noted  in 
Table  6,  EIR  p.  146,  the  demand  in  the  parking  survey  area  would  be  met  on  all 
but  peak  special -event  weekdays,  when  there  would  be  an  unmet  demand,  or 
"deficit,"  of  about  185  parking  spaces.  With  cumulative  demand,  there  would  be 
unmet  demand  of  about  145  spaces  on  an  average  weekday  and  about  730  spaces 
on  a  peak  special-event  weekday,  as  noted  on  EIR  pp.  150  -  151.  Please  see 
pp.  C&R.136  -  146  for  more  information  on  parking. 

The  effect  of  the  project  on  the  parking  supply  deficit  on  special-event  weekdays 
is  based  on  conservative  assumptions.  The  project  was  not  found  by  the  EIR 
authors  to  result  in  an  unavoidable  significant  adverse  effect  related  to  parking  in 
the  Civic  Center. 

As  part  of  its  certification  process  for  the  EIR.  the  City  Planning  Commission 
could  find  significant  impacts  not  identified  by  the  EIR  authors,  as  noted  on  EIR 
p.  186. 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Comment 

"It  is  our  belief  that  there  would  be  a  two-fold  significant  impact  from  the  approval  of 
the  proposed  project  resulting  from  the  same  action:  the  refusal  of  the  project  sponsor 
to  incorporate  the  Pioneer  Monument  into  the  design  of  the  new  building.  We  believe 
the  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  alternative  is  the  only  design  proposed  so  far  that  would 
properly  mitigate  these  significant  impacts,  both  by  retaining  the  Monument  and 
creating  a  handsome  visual  frame.  If  there  were  a  compelling  and  handsome  building 
design  to  replace  the  Monument  and  its  visaal  fimctiofi  to  orient,  guide  and  direct  the 
eye,  it  might  be  said  the  impact  of  removal  of  the  Monument  could  be  mitigated.  But 
if  the  Monument  were  moved  and  a  building  of  visual  quality  so  inadequate  as  this 
were  built,  such  a  significant  impact  could  not  be  mitigated,  except  by  a  different 
design."  (Commenters'  emphasis  retained)  (Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  SFT) 

Response 

Please  see  the  previous  comment  and  response  for  a  discussion  of  significant 
effects.  Under  CEQA,  if  an  impact  can  be  mitigated,  it  is  not  significant  and 
unavoidable.  Design  of  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  is  discussed  in  the  Urban 
Design  and  Visual  Quality  sections  of  the  EIR,  pp.  87-101,  and  of  this  Comments 
and  Responses  document,  pp.  C&R.l  12  -  127.  As  stated  on  p.  C&R.l  16,  the  EIR 
authors  have  not  found  that  the  project's  impact  on  Urban  Design  would  be 
significant.  The  City  Planning  Commission  could  find  significant  impacts  not 
identified  by  the  EIR  authors,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  186.  The  decision  makers, 
including  the  Arts  Commission  and  Library  Commission,  would  have  ultimate 
design  approval  authority. 

Please  also  see  the  response  on  p.  C&R.l  15,  under  "Urban  Design  and  Visual 
Quality,"  for  an  addition  to  the  text  of  the  EIR  Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality 
section. 

NOTES  -  Significant  Environmental  Effects 

III    Look,  David  W.,  Chief,  Preservation  Assistance  Branch,  Division  of  National  Register 
Programs,  National  Park  Service,  written  cotmnunication,  January  28,  1992. 

Ill    Huston,  Ann,  Historian,  National  Park  Service  Westem  Regional  Office,  telephone 
conversations,  February  3  and  5,  1992. 
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ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

GENERAL 
Comment 

"P.  A-35:  the  lettering  of  alternatives  does  not  agree  with  pages  16-24  or  pages 
187-209.  Letters  B,  C,  D,  E  and  F  should  be  changed  (respectively)  to  C,  D,  E,  F  and 
B-1.  Also,  see  comments  for  p.  187  regarding  Alternative  A."  (Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

In  April  1991 ,  when  the  Initial  Study  was  published,  one  altemative  for  the 
Pioneer  Monument,  No  Change,  was  considered.  Subsequently,  what  appears  as 
Altemative  B,  Pioneer  Monument,  in  the  EIR  was  expanded  to  include  retention 
of  the  monument  and  an  altemative  addressing  relocation,  including  discussion  of 
each  potential  relocation  site,  as  well  as  temporary  storage.  The  discussion  was 
reordered  in  the  EIR  Alternatives  chapter,  compared  to  the  Initial  Study,  and  the 
EIR  is  intemally  consistent,  in  this  regard. 

A.  NO  PROJECT 

Comment 

"P.  187  (Alt.  A):  Here  it  is  stated  that  the  existing  library  building  would  be 
seismically  strengthened  under  Alternate  A,  but  this  is  not  stated  in  the  summary 
(P.  16)  or  the  appendix  (P.  A-35)"  (Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

The  summary,  by  definition,  includes  an  abbreviated  version  of  the  full 
Alternatives  discussion  on  pp.  187-209  of  the  EIR.  Similarly,  the  Initial  Study 
(Appendix  A)  presents  a  brief  description  of  Alternatives  to  the  proposed  project, 
to  be  discussed  in  detail  in  the  EIR. 
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B.l.  PIONEER  MONUMENT,  RETAIN  IN  PLACE 
Comment 

"[Suggested  Mitigation  Measure,  Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources] 
The  monument  could  be  left  in  place  and  the  Grove-Hyde  comer  of  the  New  Main 
Library  redesigned  to  honor  it  and  include  a  pedestrian  entry  close  to  BART,  MUNI, 
etc.  along  Market  Street.  The  Grove  Street  entry  would  be  eliminated.  During 
construction,  the  monument  would  have  to  be  shored  and  protected.  This  is  the 
San  Francisco  Tomorrow  altemative.  It  would  appear  that  the  program  for  the 
proposed  New  Main  Library  can  still  be  accommodated  within  the  footprint  of  the 
proposed  building  as  the  current  design  contains  a  fair  amount  of  voided  spaces. 
Further  explanation  on  the  Reasons  for  Rejection  of  this  altemative  other  than  stating 
that  the  monument  would  be  'crowded'  by  the  new  Library  and  would  remove  any 
visual  link  between  the  monimient  and  City  Hall  is  warranted  on  page  190.  Under  the 
S.F.T.  proposal  the  distance  from  the  buUding  line  to  the  center  of  the  monument  is 
27  feet  which  appears  to  be  a  considerable  distance  and  would  not  'crowd'  the 
monument. 

"Before  a  move  is  considered  the  contextual  relationship  of  the  monument  to  its 
surroundings  will  be  of  major  factor  in  the  decision  making  process.  If  a  move  of  the 
monument  is  inevitable,  all  of  the  alternatives  proposed  for  the  relocation  of  the 
Pioneer  Monument  will  naturally  require  review  and  approval  by  the  various 
Commissions  and  Boards  when  an  altemative  site  is  finalized."  (Vincent  Marsh, 
LPAB) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  The  commenter  suggests  as  mitigation  for  the  proposed 
relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  adoption  of  the  San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
Altemative,  discussed  in  the  EIR  under  Altemative  B.l,  p.  190,  and  indicates 
support  for  the  SFT  Altemative.  Selection  of  an  altemative,  if  it  were  to  occur, 
could  be  made  by  the  decision  makers  based  on  information,  including 
information  presented  in  the  EIR,  and  would  occur  after  certification  of  the  EIR. 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

Please  see  the  responses  under  "Architectural,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources, 
Impacts.  Historic  Districts,"  pp.  C&R.88  -  96,  and  under  "Significant 
Environmental  Effects  That  Cannot  Be  Avoided  if  the  Proposed  Project  is 
Implemented,"  pp.  C&R.167  -  172,  where  it  is  noted  that  the  EIR  authors  did  not 
conclude  that  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  would  be  a  significant  impact 
of  the  project.  Mitigation  is  not  required  where  a  significant  impact  is  not 
identified. 


The  following  comments  and  responses  discuss  the  SET  Alternative  in  greater 
detail. 


Comment 

"By  decision  of  our  Board  of  Directors,  SAN  FRANCISCO  TOMORROW  proposes 
an  altemative  design  for  the  New  Main  Library  which  would  achieve  the  following 
goals; 

"1 .    Full  compliance  with  the  City's  Master  Plan.  A  number  of  Master  Plan  Goals 
and  Policies  must  be  met  in  order  that  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  can  state  that  the  new  design  meets  the  criteria  of  the  San 
Francisco  Master  Plan  (see  Attachment  [on  pp.  C&R.25  -  28  herein]). 

"2.    Recognition  of  Historic  Urban  Features.  The  New  Main  Library  design  proposal 
should  acknowledge  an  important  historic  era:  San  Francisco's  first  effort  toward 
civic  urban  design  which  resulted  in  the  planning  and  construction  of  a  new  City 
Hall  beginning  in  1 870.  However,  the  proposed  New  Main  would  eradicate  the 
last  vestige  of  that  undertaking:  the  century-old  Pioneer  Monument,  a  granite  and 
bronze  commemoration  of  California's  pioneer  settlers.  The  Pioneer  Monument 
could  be  retained  in  place  and  a  curvilinear  facade  which  would  re-establish  a 
context  for  the  monument,  could  be  devised  to  complement  it. 

"3.    Need  for  Functional  Entry  Point  from  Market  Street.  The  entrance  to  the 
proposed  New  Main  from  Grove  Street  is  placed  too  far  up  Grove  to  direct 
pedestrians  and  transit  users  from  Market  Street  to  the  Library.  The  only  visual 
clue  that  one  is  entering  a  special  zone,  San  Francisco's  majestic  Civic  Center, 
would  be  removed  if  the  Pioneer  Monument  is  removed.  The  southeastern 
entrance  to  the  New  Main  should  be  placed  as  close  to  Market  Street  as  possible. 
TTie  Pioneer  Monument  should  be  retained  in  place  as  a  visual  acknowledgement 
of  a  great  library  's  role  as  conservator  of  history  and  culture.  There  should  be  no 
ambiguity  as  to  the  nature  of  the  building  one  is  approaching;  the  library  should 
announce  its  character  as  a  library,  not  look  like  any  other  building. 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"4.   Need  for  Visual  Orientation  from  Market  Street.  On  almost  all  north-south 
streets,  one  looks  across  Market  Street  to  a  handsome  building  which  has  been 
designed  deliberately  as  the  visual  terminus  for  the  northward  looking  street. 
(See  Attachment  A  [on  p.  .C&R.178].)  A  view  corridor  up  Eighth  Street  shows 
the  Pioneer  Monument  as  the  terminus  of  the  South-of-Market  street  and  leads 
one's  eye  into  the  Civic  Center,  across  the  top  of  the  small  building  currently  on 
the  library  site.  (See  Attachment  B  [on  p.  C&R.179].)  Once  the  library  is 
constmcted,  a  view  of  the  Civic  Center  will  no  longer  be  available  to  orient  the 
pedestrian  and  transit  user.  The  library's  southem  facades  should  culminate  in  a 
prominent  comer  treatment  as  Hyde  and  Grove,  the  comer  nearest  to  Market 
Street,  roughly  on  axis  with  Eighth  Street.  The  southem  facades  of  the  proposed 
New  Main  are  bland  and  characterless.  These  facades  could  be  most 
appropriately  and  simply  enlivened  by  acknowledging  the  presence  of  the  Pioneer 
Monument."  (Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  SFT) 

"We  feel  the  EIR  is  inadequate  in  a  few  areas,  but  we  want  to  thank  the  commission 
and  the  department  for  the  inclusion  of  San  Francisco  Tomorrow's  alternative. 
However,  there  are  some  basic  errors  in  the  analysis  of  that  alternative  that  we  really 
must  draw  to  the  attention  of  the  commission. 

"In  the  review  of  our  altemative,  it  stated  that  it  would  result  in  the  loss  of  17,300 
square  feet.  This  is  totally  wrong.  We  have  outlined  how  that  space  can  be  regained, 
and  the  next  illustrations  show  the  widening  of  the  building,  filling  in  of  the  comer. 
We  actually  come  up  with  600  square  feet  more  than  they  started  with.  This  is 
ignoring  simple  mathematics.  I  don't  know  how  that  error  got  into  the  EIR.  I  hope  it 
is  corrected."  (Ira  Kurlander,  SFT) 

"ERROR:  On  page  17  and  page  188  of  the  draft  E.I.R.  it  is  stated  that  the  San 
Francisco  Tomorrow  altemative  would  result  in  a  loss  of  17,300  sq.  ft. 

"CORRECTION:  The  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  altemative  would  provide  the  same 
square  footage  as  the  sponsors  proposal.  See  attached  sketch  plans  consisting  of  seven 
sheets  dated  December  12,  1991  prepared  by  an  architect.  Please  reproduce  enclosed 
page  [C&R.180],  a  table  showing  project  sponsors  footage  from  the  draft  with  loss  and 
gain  from  the  altemative  balanced. 

"If  objection  is  raised  by  sponsor  to  widening  of  library  please  include 
page  [C&R.181]  and  page  [C&R.182]  showing  minimum  effect  of  4%  widening  of 
library  and  unnoticeable  effect  on  Fulton  Street  plaza  symmetry."  (Ira  Kurlander, 
Mary  Ann  Miller,  SFT) 

{Response  to  Comments  text  continued  on  p.  C&R.183) 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"Page  17,  Paragraph  1:  SFT,  Kurlander  claims  no  loss  of  space  if  6  ft.  on  Fulton  side 
is  used. 

"Page  190,  Paragraph  3,  first  sentence:  Next  paragraph  says  there  would  be  no  room 
for  an  auditorium.  Does  Kurlander 's  [SFT  Alternative]  show  space  for  an 
auditorium?  Please  check  and  clarify."  (Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

"P.  17:  The  space  taken  up  by  the  Pioneer  Monument  can  be  more  than  compensated 
for  by  following  the  modifications  proposed  by  San  Francisco  Tomorrow.  It  should 
not  be  stated  that  an  auditorium  will  be  lost  and  'proposed  work  space  in  various 
departments  will  be  eliminated'  if  the  Pioneer  Monument  is  ret£iined  in  its  present 
position,  because  those  statements  ignore  the  possibilities  of  the  SFT  plan. 

"P.  41:  Basement  auditorium  does  not  require  removal  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  if 
SFT's  recommendations  are  followed. 

"P.  188  (Alt.  B-1):  Mention  should  be  made  that  the  modifications  proposed  by  San 
Francisco  Tomorrow  will  make  up  for  the  square  footage  occupied  by  the  Pioneer 
Monument,  and  will  permit  the  basement  auditorium  to  be  built;  also  permit  keeping 
the  other  spaces  mention  on  P.  89  (second  paragraph). 

"P.  190:  the  project  sponsor's  statement  that  a  basement  auditorium  could  not  be  buUt 
with  the  modifications  proposed  by  SFT  does  not  seem  reasonable.  The  DEIR  should 
include  sketches  to  show  the  feasibility  of  having  a  basement  auditorium  with  the 
configuration  proposed  by  SFT."  (Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

"ERRORS:  On  page  190  and  192  of  the  draft  E.I.R.  the  project  sponsor  has  listed  their 
objections  to  the  altemative. 

"Objection  #1  'because  it  would  not  allow  the  construction  of  an  auditorium  in  the 
proposed  new  Main  Library.' 

"As  previously  shown  there  is  no  loss  of  square  footage,  please  reproduce  enclosed 
page  [C&R.184]  showing  a  graphic  comparison  of  areas.  How  is  it  possible  that  the 
relocation  of  approximately  1-1/2%  of  floor  area  cannot  be  accomplished?  Will  the 
sponsor  state  if  this  is  because  of  the  advanced  state  of  working  drawing  production? 
Please 
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reproduce  enclosed  page  [C&R.186]  which  indicates,  with  color  overlay  [on  draft 
figure  6]  service  areas  that  may  be  relocated  since  they  are  not  at  loading  dock  level; 
and  a  much  smaller  area  eliminated  by  the  addition  of  a  Market  Street  entry  and 
preservation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  place.  The  result  is  the  freeing  of  sufficient 
area  for  the  relocation  of  the  Auditorium  and  Meeting  Rooms. 

"On  Pages  190  to  192,  they  state  some  other  objections.  They  say  auditorium  and 
meeting  rooms  would  be  eliminated.  That's  wrong  again.  The  auditorium  and 
meeting  rooms  are  4800  square  feet  out  of  a  total  of  397,000.  That  diagram  indicates 
the  relative  size.  If  that  area  can't  be  relocated  at  this  point  in  the  design  of  the  library, 
what  are  we  building  there?  Is  there  any  flexibility  on  that?  This  is  the  area  of  the 
three  lower  floors.  That  square  is  the  total  amount  that  the  auditorium  would  take.  So 
we're  saying,  is  it  so  rigid  that  they  can't  do  anything  about  it? 

"This  comer  is  the  bite  we  're  asking  them  to  take  out  to  accommodate  the  entry  and 
the  monument.  This  indicates  service  areas  that  include  such  things  as  book  repair, 
paperback  processing,  bindery  preparation,  receiving,  periodical  processing.  These  are 
not  located  at  the  loading  dock.  This  is  a  floor  up.  Now,  can't  these  be  relocated  up 
further? 

"Objection  #2  'because  the  library  use  is  different  from  an  office  building  in  which 
partitions  are  movable  in  plan,  the  sponsor  believes  the  library  program  as  currently 
designed  could  not  be  retained,  if  the  same  floor  area  were  provided  in  a  different 
configuration.' 

"Libraries  can  and  should  be  designed  with  flexibility  since  information  science  is 
currently  undergoing  vast  change.  Chicago  has  recently  built  a  new  main  library  with 
floor  plate  size  similar  to  the  proposed  San  Francisco  library,  but,  it  has  been  planned 
to  provide  flexibility. 

"Did  the  Library  Commission  request  flexibility  be  considered  when  instmcting  the 
architects?"  (Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Ann  Miller,  SFT) 

"You  know,  as  an  architect,  I  don't  like  people  meddling  with  my  plans,  but  I  am  just 
trying  to  get  some  logic.  Are  we  building  something  that  is  so  inflexible  it  will  never 
be  able  to  accommodate  change  over  the  next  50  years?  And  they  state  that  the  library 
is  not  like  an  office.  It  doesn't  have  movable  partitions. 
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"Let  me  quote  the  Chicago  Tribune  about  their  very  handsome  new  library.  [The 
Chicago  Tribune,  September  15,  1991,  Arts  Section  devoted  to  the  new  library  stated 
on  p.  24]  'Concrete  stmctural  system  yielding  evenly  gridded  floors  with  column 
space  21  feet  gives  the  library  total  flexibility  for  the  future.'  Total  flexibility  for  the 
future.  They  went  with  that.  And  we've  got  something  where  they  can't  even  relocate 
a  bike  room."  (Ira  Kurlander  SFT) 

"Objection  #3  'In  the  sponsor's  view,  this  alternative  would  entail  the  loss  of  some 
program  space,  including  the  proposed  children's  outdoor  terrace.' 

"The  alternative  provides  a  south-east  facing  outdoor  loggia,  see  sheet  3  of  the 
attached  sketch  plans. 

"Objection  #4  'retention  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  its  present  location  in  the 
sponsor's  view  would  result  in  the  monument  being  'crowded'  by  the  new  library  and 
would  remove  any  visual  link  between  the  monument  and  City  Hall. ' 

"Please  reproduce  enclosed  page  [C&R.188],  a  plan  of  the  proposed  Market  Street 
entry  plaza  retaining  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  place,  and  page  [C&R.189],  a  section 
drawn  showing  the  closest  point  between  the  monument  and  the  library  is  20  feet  with 
48  feet  from  the  central  figure  of  the  monument  to  the  library.  Since  the  library  is  only 
80  feet  high  the  location  appears  to  benefit  both  the  building  and  the  monument.  The 
monument's  association  is  with  the  original  location  of  City  Hall  destroyed  in  1906. 
Historic  continuity  recommends  this  original  location  over  any  other."  (Ira  Kurlander, 
Mary  Ann  Miller,  SFT) 

Response 

These  comments  identify  perceived  inaccuracies  in  the  EIR  discussion  of  the  SFT 
alternative.  Several  of  the  comments  take  issue  with  the  sponsor's  reasons  for 
rejection  of  this  altemative,  and  express  support  for  the  San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
alternative.  As  noted,  the  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  (SFT)  altemative, 
constmction  of  a  New  Main  Library  with  retention  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  in 
its  current  location,  is  discussed  in  the  EIR  under  Altemative  B.l,  Pioneer 
Monument,  Retain  in  Place  (EIR  pp.  188-192). 


C&R.187 


I 


C&R.189 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


As  described  in  the  EIR,  the  main  Alternative  B.l,  which  would  retain  the 
Pioneer  Monument  at  its  present  location,  assumes  no  expansion  of  the  building's 
ground  coverage  (footprint)  and  removal  of  enough  space  at  the  Hyde  /  Grove 
Streets  comer  to  accommodate  the  monument.  This  alternative  would  contain 
about  17,300  sq.  ft.  less  interior  space  than  would  the  proposed  New  Main 
Library  with  the  project  because  the  building  would  be  smaller  with  the 
Monument  retained  since  the  buUding  footprint  would  not  be  expanded.  The  SFT 
Altemative  is  discussed  as  a  subaltemative  of  Alternative  B.l. 

The  interior  program  for  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  has  been  developed  by 
the  Library  Commission  in  consultation  with  the  project  architects,  and  is 
considered  by  the  Library  Commission  to  be  the  program  necessary  for  future 
library  program  needs.  This  program,  as  described  in  the  Project  Description, 
EIR  pp.  28  -  39,  combines  book  stacks,  reading  and  study  areas,  staff  work  space, 
special  collections  (e.g.,  San  Francisco  history,  music,  ethnic  collections, 
children's  library),  services  for  the  blind  and  hearing-impaired,  a  Friends  of  the 
Library  book  shop,  and  an  auditorium,  among  its  features. 

The  New  Main  Library  project  staff  has  indicated  that  it  would  be  possible  to 
accommodate  most  of  the  current  buUding  program  (without  an  operationally 
critical  loss  of  square  footage  and,  probably,  with  inclusion  of  the  proposed 
auditorium)  in  a  redesigned  building  that  would  allow  for  the  retention  of  the 
Pioneer  Monument  in  place.  This  design  would  be  similar  to  that  proposed  by 
San  Francisco  Tomorrow,  including  filling  in  a  notch  at  the  Hyde  /  Fulton  Streets 
comer  of  the  proposed  project  library  and  extending  the  building,  compared  to  the 
project,  to  the  north  seven  feet.  As  an  informational  item,  according  to  the  project 
sponsor,  this  would  require  that  between  two-thirds  and  seven-eighths  of  the 
building  be  redesigned,  and  would  add  about  $4  million  to  the  cost  of  the  project 
and  about  6  to  12  months  to  the  schedule.  There  could  be  additional  costs  to  the 
Library  Foundation's  fundraising  campaign  for  fixtures,  furnishings  and 
equipment,  as  a  result  of  the  additional  time  needed,  according  to  the  sponsor./l/ 


C&R.190 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Resp 


Because  a  building  redesigned  under  this  scheme  would  contain  essentially  the 
same  square  footage  and  provide  essentially  the  same  services  as  that  proposed 
with  the  project,  impacts  would  be  expected  to  be  substantially  the  same,  except 
that  those  impacts  associated  with  moving  the  Pioneer  Monument  would  not 
occur. 

The  design  proposed  by  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  would  relocate  the  Grove  Street 
entrance  to  the  comer  of  Grove  and  Hyde  Streets,  where  it  would  be  about 
one-third  of  a  block  closer  to  the  BART  /  MUNI  station  that  the  Grove  Street 
entrance  proposed  as  part  of  the  project.  This  could  minimize  the  potential  for 
mid-block  pedestrian  crossings  noted  on  EIR  p.  143. 

The  SFT  alternative  could  be  seen  to  visually  connect  the  Civic  Center  and  the 
Eighth  /  Market  /  Grove  /  Hyde  Streets  intersection.  This  comer  of  the  project  as 
proposed  has  been  designed  to  reflect  more  contemporary  development  on  Market 
Street.  (See  Figures  25,  EIR  p.  97,  and  11,  p.  C&R.64.) 

Regarding  "crowding"  of  the  Pioneer  Monument,  the  commenter  is  referring  to  a 
portion  of  the  sponsor's  reasons  for  rejection  of  EIR  Altemative  B.l,  on  EIR 
pp.  190  and  192.  The  last  sentence  of  that  paragraph  (beginning  as  the  last 
paragraph  on  p.  190  and  continuing  at  the  top  of  p.  192)  states  that "...  retention 
of  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  its  present  location  in  the  sponsor's  view  would 
result  in  the  monument  being  'crowded'  by  the  new  library  and  would  remove 
any  visual  link  between  the  monument  and  City  Hall."  As  illustrated  in  DEIR 
Figure  36,  p.  191  (revised  Figure  36  is  presented  on  p.  C&R.198),  the  New  Main 
Library  building  under  the  SFT  altemative  would  be  constmcted  between  the 
Pioneer  Monument  and  Larkin  Street,  and  would  thereby  block  views  of  City  Hall 
from  the  Eighth  and  Market  Streets  intersection,  as  would  the  project.  Thus,  the 
new  library  building  itself  would  block  views  between  the  Monument  and  City 
Hall  from  that  location.  The  SFT  altemative  would  retain  the  Pioneer  Monument 
at  this  intersection,  however,  while  the  project  would  not. 

According  to  the  sponsor,  the  decision  was  made  to  relocate  the  Pioneer 
Monument  in  connection  with  the  project  to  remove  the  monument  as  a  planning 
constraint  for  the  library  building;  to  allow  the  monument  to  be  seen  against  the 


C&R.191 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


sky;  and  to  restore  the  monument  to  its  honorific  position  in  front  of  City  Hall 
(although  a  different  City  Hall),  primarily  if  the  monument  were  relocated  to 
Civic  Center  Plaza  across  Polk  Street  from  City  HaU.  The  sponsor  also  believes 
that  relocating  the  monument  could  provide  for  better  views  of  the  monument, 
since  Hyde  Street  and  Eighth  Street  (both  one-way  southbound)  do  not  afford 
drivers  an  oncoming  view  of  the  monument./l/ 

Regarding  comments  about  the  flexibility,  or  inflexibility,  of  the  proposed  New 
Main  Library  design,  with  the  project  the  building  would  be  built  largely  without 
interior  waUs  above  the  basement.  EIR  Figure  7  (Upper  Main  Floor  Plan.  p.  36) 
and  Figure  8  (Third  Floor  Plan,  p.  38),  the  latter  figure  also  illustrating  "typical 
upper  floor  plans"  for  the  New  Main  Library  as  proposed,  illustrate  that  much  of 
the  public  areas  within  the  upper  floors  have  been  designed  with  relatively  few 
permanent  obstructions  (such  as  solid  interior  walls)  that  would  prevent  future 
flexibility  of  programs. 

Permanent  walls  would  divide  staff  and  patron  spaces,  as  well  as  enclosing 
elevators,  stairwells,  and  mechanical  rooms.  The  spacing  of  interior  columns 
would  altemate  between  18  feet  and  36  feet  from  east  to  west  and  between  12  feet 
and  36  feet  from  north  to  south.  The  18-foot  intervals  would  carry  through  to  the 
Fulton  Street  side  of  the  building  with  placement  of  windows  in  a  pattem 
corresponding  to  the  existing  library  building  across  Fulton  Street. 

The  project  sponsor  believes  that  expanding  the  new  library  building  by 
seven  feet  on  the  Fulton  Street  side  would  produce  a  noticeable  shift  in  visual 
orientation  because  there  would  be  an  asymmetrical  alignment  along  the  Fulton 
Street  visual  axis  looking  towards  City  Hall  from  Market  Street,  thereby  shifting 
the  viewer's  orientation  away  from  the  center  of  the  City  Hall  dome  and  to  the 
north./l/  TTiis  is  a  principal,  and  the  longest,  formal  design  axis  of  Civic  Center, 
extending  from  Market  Street  to  Franklin  Street  (see  attachment  on 
p.  C&R.179)./2/ 

Regarding  comments  on  the  project's  relation  to  the  Master  Plan,  please  see 
pp.  C&R.32  -  42.  Regarding  comments  on  approval  requirements,  please  see 
pp.  C&R.24  -  32. 


C&R.192 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Resp 


As  stated  in  the  first  paragraph  on  EIR  p.  187,  the  Library  Commission  could 
approve  an  alternative  instead  of  the  proposed  project  if  the  decision  makers 
believed  that  an  altemative  would  be  more  appropriate  for  the  proposed  New 
Main  Library. 

Comment 

"I  would  call  your  attention  to  the  attached  sheet  [pp.  C&R.194  -  195]  showing  a 
photograph  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  (with  the  ruins  of  old  City  Hall  in  the 
background)  taken  in  May  of  1906.  On  the  reverse  side  of  that  sheet  are  listed  the 
main  reasons  for  not  moving  the  Pioneer  Monument,  and  a  partial  listing  of 
organizations  endorsing  that  position.  I  have  recently  learned  tliat  the  Coalition  of  San 
Francisco  Neighborhoods,  representing  over  40  San  Francisco  civic  organizations,  has 
also  endorsed  retention  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  its  present  location,  so  the  list  on 
the  attached  sheet  should  be  much  longer  than  shown. 

"I  wish  to  state  the  basic  reasons  why  I  am  opposing  the  relocation  of  the  Pioneer 
Monument: 

"  1 .   Moving  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  is  unnecessary  ~  the  floor  space  required  for 
the  facilities  desired  by  the  project  sponsor  can  easily  be  made  up  by 
implementing  the  modifications  proposed  by  San  Francisco  Tomorrow. 

"2.   Moving  the  Pioneer  Monument  is  contrary  to  the  spirit,  letter  and  intent  of  the 
San  Francisco  Master  Plan  and  the  City  Planning  Code. 

"3 .   The  costs  of  moving  the  Pioneer  Monument  should  include  design  and 

construction  costs  for  a  new  foundation  for  the  monument,  which  will  be  very 
expensive  at  any  of  the  proposed  locations.  This  money  is  needed  for  other  things 
that  will  enhance  the  new  library  building. 

"4.   Loss  of  site-specific  historicity  (location  and  orientation  re:  old  City  Hall)  and 
probably  damage  /  loss  of  component  parts  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  if  it  is 
moved. 


C&R.193 


THE  PIONEER  MONUMENT 
(Grove  and  Hyde  Streets,   San  Francisco) 
Gift  of  James  Lick  -  erected  189^ 
(Photograph  taken  in  May,  I906) 


C&  R  .194 


The  Pioneer  Monument  Survived  the  1906  Earthquake  ~^  ^ 

(and  others  since)  - 

But  Can  It  Survive  the  New  Main  Library  Project? 

Come  to  the  City  Planning  Commission  meeting  on  Thursday, 
December  12,   1991  (starting  at  1:30  PM  in  Room  282  at  City  Hall), 
at  which  time  comments  from  the  public  will  be  received  regarding 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  new  main  library. 

The  following  project  alternatives  (listed  in  the  HEIR) 
allow  the  main  library  project  to  be  built  without  moving  the 
Pioneer  Monument: 

B-1:  New  main  library  is  built  with  design  modifications 
proposed  by  San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

C:       New  main  library  is  built  at  Yerba  Buena  Center 
'  rather  than  Civic  Center 

D:       Existing  main  library  building  is  repaired,  streng- 
thened and  expanded  (in  lieu  of  a  new  library  building). 

Retention  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  its  present  position  is 
important . for  several  reasons,  including: 

V        ■  !•  Site-specific  historicity;   the  Pioneer  Monument  is  the 
last  remaining  component  of  the  pre-1906  Civic  Center  arrangement  - 
its  orientation  shows  its  relationship  with  the  old  City  Hall  (which 
was  destroyed  in  1906), 

2,  Impairment  of  the  quality  of  the  monument  (due  to  breakage 
and  loss  of  parts): this  factor  will  become  worse  if  there  is  a 
storage  period  between  disassembly  and  re-erection, 

3.  Useless  cost  to  the  project:   depending  upon  how  it  is  done, 
moving  the  Pioneer  Monument  could  well  exceed  a  cost  of  31,000,000, 
ncrt  including  the  cost  of  a  new  foundation.   This  money  is-  needed  for 
other  things  in  the  main  library  project, 

k.  Possible  complete  loss  of  the  Pioneer  Monument:  because  of 
political  pressures , the  Pioneer  Monument  (once  it  is  disassembled) 
may  never  be  re-erected. 

Retention  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  its  present  location  is 
endorsed  by  the  following  organizations: 

Art  Deco  Society  of  S.F.  Laurel  Heights  Improvement  Asr 

Califorxiia  Heritage  Council  Natl,   Trust  for  Historic  Prese 

California  Preservation  Fdn,  Native  Daughters  of  the  Golder 

Daughters  of  the  Amer,  Rev,  New  Mission  Terr,   Improvemt,  A 

East  Mission  Improvement  Asn,  Victorian  Alliance 

East  8e  West  of  Castro  St,  Improvement  Association 

Come  to  the  Dec,  12  hearing  and  testify  for  adoption  of  an  alterr 
that  will  keep  the  Pioneer  Monument  where  it  is.  The  California  Heritas 
Council  has  endorsed  Alternative  B-1,  and  we  hope  that  this  wil?.  be  yoi; 
choice  too.   Gall  Win  Hayward   (386-65^^)   if  you  need  further  informatior 


C&R.195 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responsi 


"5.    During  the  storage  period  which  would  probably  be  required  if  the  Pioneer 
Monument  is  disassembled,  political  /  budgetary  problems  could  easily  arise 
which  would  prevent  re-erection  of  the  monument,  probably  permanently." 
(Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

The  comments  represent  the  commenter's  opinion  including  opposition  to 
relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument.  Regarding  the  retention  of  floor  space  in  the 
proposed  New  Main  Library,  please  see  the  response  to  the  previous  comment. 
For  project  relation  to  the  Master  Plan  and  City  Planning  Code,  please  see 
pp.  C&R.32  -  42  and  pp.  C&R.43  -  46,  respectively.  For  infonnation  on  costs, 
please  see  Section  G,  "Cost  of  Altematives,"  pp.  C&R.229  -  234.  Regarding 
historic  resources,  including  the  monument  itself,  please  see  EIR  p.  84  and 
pp.  C&R.88  -  96.  Future  political  or  budgetary  circumstances  are  not,  per  se, 
environmental  issues  under  CEQA. 

Comment 

"Since  the  question  of  the  appearance  of  the  Monument  has  been  raised  by  the  sponsor 
we  will  request  that  all  sites  being  considered  for  relocation  be  more  fully  analyzed 
with  plans  and  sections  including  nearest  buildings  at  a  usable  scale  such  as  1"  equals 
30  feet  the  scale  used  on  page  [C&R.188  -  189]  enclosed. 

"Since  the  Monument's  relocation  will  be  both  a  significant  visual  loss  to  Market 
Street  and  have  a  yet  to  be  determined  visual  effect  on  any  new  site  this  must  be 
analyzed  in  the  E.I.R."  (Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Ann  Miller,  SFT) 

Response 

TTie  project  sponsor  believes  that  retention  of  the  monument  in  place  would 
"crowd"  the  monument  and  presents  a  design  constraint  on  the  library  program. 
TTie  commenters  have  provided  figures,  pp.  C&R.188  -189.  in  support  of 
commenters'  contrary  opinion.  The  EIR,  on  pp.  192  -  196,  including  the  text 
added  on  pp.  C&R.229  -  234  regarding  costs,  analyzes  five  altemative  sites  for 
relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument. 


C&R.196 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Resp 


The  EIR  does  not  state  a  preference  for  any  of  the  potential  relocation  sites.  As 
noted  on  p.  C&R.  116,  the  EIR  authors  have  concluded  that  the  project,  including 
relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument,  would  not  result  in  a  significant  impact  on 
Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality. 

Comment 

"[Ljook  at  Figure  25  and  Figure  36.  [Figure]  36  is  the  San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
altemative.  Figure  25  is  the  project  as  proposed.  It  presents  a  blank  wall  at  street 
level  with  no  discernible  entry.  The  EIR  on  Page  34  states  that  this  will  be  the  most 
used  entry.  Like  aU  architectural  mistakes,  this  will  develop  a  litany: 

'"How  do  you  find  the  library?' 

'"Well,  it's  that  building.  It's  the  back  of  it,  and  you  go  down  that  street.' 

"This  is  not  an  adequate  entry.  The  errors  on  the  analysis  of  the  altemative  are 
numerous.  But  I  think  this  photo  shows  that  the  altemative  produces  an  inviting 
civil,  civic,  welcoming  entrance.  It  doesn't  necessitate  the  removal  of  the 
monument  and  creates  a  south-facing  plaza,  an  additional  and  welcome  open 
space  at  that  spot."  (Ira  Kurlander,  SFT) 

Response 

The  comment  expresses  an  opinion  on  the  merits  of  the  project  design  and  is  not  a 
comment  on  the  content  of  the  EER,  requiring  a  response. 

Comment 

"OMISSION:  The  Draft  E.I.R.  figure  36  needs  a  black  shadow  to  indicate  the 
proposed  entry.  Please  reproduce  enclosed  page  1."  (Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Anne 
Miller,  SFT) 

"Page  191,  Figure  36:  Does  this  show  Kurlander's  design?  If  not,  there  should  be  a 
page  showing  exact  Kurlander  design."  (Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 


C&R.  197 


C&  R.198 


11 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Response 

See  Figure  36  (Revised),  p.  C&R.198,  to  which  shading  has  been  added  to 
illustrate  the  Grove  /  Hyde  streets  entrance  to  the  Altemative  B.l  library  building, 
as  requested  by  the  commenters. 

Regarding  the  second  comment,  Figure  36  was  prepared  by  Environmental 
Science  Associates,  Inc.  (ESA),  using  a  base  photo  taken  by  ESA  and  an  overlay 
including  the  design,  provided  by  Ira  Kurlander.  With  the  revision  shading  the 
Grove  /  Hyde  entry  (see  p.  C&R.198),  it  thus  represents  the  Kurlander  design. 

Comment 

"As  a  long  time  friend  of  the  public  library,  I  am  horrified  that  those  involved  in 
constructing  the  new  library  building  would  consider  destroying  a  piece  of  history.  As 
the  only  survivor  of  the  earthquake  of  1906,  the  Lick  Monument  demarks  the  actual 
location  of  the  pre-1906  City  Hall.  The  Lick  Monument  marks  the  time  and  place  of 
the  quintessential  event  in  local  history.  Yet  the  planners  would  for  no  good  reason 
despoil  this  history  as  an  act  of  architectural  arrogance. 

"James  Lick  made  a  gift  of  $100,000  for  the  monument  on  the  condition  that  said 
monument  would  be  'at  City  HaU.'  The  'City  HaU'  he  meant  in  that  phrase  was  the 
building  constructed  after  1873  in  the  old  Yerba  Buena  Cemetery,  a  building  intended 
by  its  builders  to  last.  So  Lick  meant  a  specific  location  as  a  condition  to  liis  gift.  Any 
plan  to  move  the  monument  therefore  violates  the  legal  terms  of  the  Lick  Tmst. 

"It  is  utterly  unnecessary  for  this  city  which  enshrines  history  to  violate  the  trust  of  this 
former  civic  benefactor.  A  New  Main  Library  will  occupy  an  entire  City  Block,  yet 
cannot  share  one  little  comer  for  this  monument  to  history.  Cannot  room  for  the  few 
functions  in  that  comer  set  out  in  the  new  plans  be  found  in  the  remainder  of  the  entire 
block  allotted  to  the  New  Main  Library. 

"In  this  historic  time,  monuments  seem  to  be  falling  all  over  the  world.  However,  no 
good  reason  exists  to  tear  down  this  one.  As  the  only  part  of  the  pre-1906  Civic  Center 
to  survive  the  devastating  earthquake,  this  monument  has  eamed  its  right  to  survive." 
(Gary  Michael  Coutin)  (attachment) 


C«feR.199 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

Response 

The  proposed  New  Main  Library  project  would  relocate  the  existing  Pioneer 
Monument  to  another  site  in  the  Civic  Center;  the  monument  would  not  be 
destroyed.  Among  numerous  references,  see  the  second  sentence  of  the  first 
partial  paragraph  on  EIR  p.  34  (Section  II,  Project  Description),  which  states  that 
"(t)he  existing  Pioneer  Monument  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the  New  Library 
block  would  be  relocated  to  another  site  in  the  Civic  Center." 

The  current  location  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  is  adjacent  to  the  site  of  the  Old 
City  Hall,  constructed  in  1871-1897  and  badly  damaged  in  the  1906  earthquake 
and  fire.  As  discussed  on  EIR  pp.  62  -  64,  the  Pioneer  Monument  sculpture  group 
was  a  gift  from  the  estate  of  James  Lick,  to  the  City  of  San  Francisco  in  1894, 
specifying  that  the  monument  be  located  at  the  City  Hall.  When  constructed,  the 
monument  was  located  at  the  Old  City  Hall  but  was  not  relocated  to  the  site  of  the 
New  City  Hail  (constructed  in  1915). 

The  comments  relating  to  the  Lick  Tmst  are  legal,  rather  than  envrroimiental,  in 
nature  and,  therefore,  not  within  the  scope  of  the  EIR. 

As  noted  in  the  response  on  pp.  C&R.187  -  193,  the  project  sponsor's  reasons  for 
deciding  to  move  the  monument  included  removal  of  planning  constraint  on  the 
proposed  New  Main  Library,  restoration  of  the  monument  to  a  site  in  front  of  City 
Hall,  and  potentially  improved  views  of  the  monument. 

The  commenter  is  expressing  his  support  for  Alternative  B .  1 .  As  noted  on  EIR 
p.  187,  the  decision  makers  could  approve  an  altemative  instead  of  the  project. 

Potential  impacts  of  the  proposed  monument  relocation  are  discussed  on  pp.  83  - 
84  and  pp.  192  -  196  of  the  EIR,  and  on  pp.  C&R.88  -  96. 


C&R.201 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

Comment 

"Especially  because  of  its  historical  significance  the  Pioneer  Monument  should  not  be 
moved  from  its  present  location  and  this  needs  to  be  addressed  prior  to  the  certification 
of  the  EIR.  Even  thought  it  may  not  be  considered  so  today,  the  Pioneer  Monument 
was  historical  and  accurate  for  its  time  and  place  and  needs  to  be  retained  at  its  present 
location.  It  is  significant  to  the  history  of  San  Francisco  and  its  retention  at  that 
precise  location  is  iinportant. 

"The  Pioneer  Monument  is  our  'ROOTS'  ~  it  is  our  link  with  the  past.  Therefore  its 
retention  in  the  exact  location  is  so  very  important  as  HISTORY,  as  an  ARTIFACT  of 
that  time."  (Edith  McMillan) 

"I  think  they  should  get  back  to  admitting  that  the  kindest  and  most  meaningful 
location  for  the  monument  is  right  where  it  is  and  has  always  been.  A  local 
architecture  critic  recently  said,  talking  about  the  history  of  the  monument,  'The 
monument  is  a  lie,  but  it  is  true.  It  tells  the  truth  about  our  city.' 

"I  think  we  should  respect  the  past,  and  if  we  treat  these  artifacts  correctly,  they  will 
add  up  over  time.  And  I  think  this  is  the  first  opportunity  I  have  heard  where  an 
adequate  alternative  is  offered  to  the  commission,  and  I  would  love  you  to  endorse  it." 
(Ira  Kurlander,  SFT) 

"We  do  stand  by  keeping  the  Pioneer  Monument  where  it  is."  (Anne  Bloomfield, 
LPAB) 

"Evelyn  Wilson,  who  is  president  of  the  Coalition  of  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods, 
asked  me  to  speak  in  her  place,  to  speak  to  say  that  the  landmarks  should  not  be 
moved.  Now,  there  is  no  reason  for  this  to  be  a  throw  away  monument,  and  there  is  no 
reason  for  this  to  remain  as  an  unsavory  place.  I  would  just  like  to  show  you  that  this 
lancbnark  did  survive  two  earthquakes,  the  1906  earthquake  and  the  1989  earthquake, 
and  here  is  the  photo  showing  the  landmark  surviving  and  the  City  Hall  having  gone 
down.  And  on  the  back,  you  will  see  the  points  which  the  coalition  has  voted  on  as 
being,  one.  that  the  new  Main  Library  should  be  built  with  design  modifications 
propo.sed  by  San  Francisco  Tomorrow.  You  may  read  all  this."  (Margaret  Segal. 
Coiilition  of  SF  Neighborhoods) 


C&R.202 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"Please  adopt  the  San  Francisco  Tomorrow  Plan  for  the  new  library.  Of  utmost 
importance,  please  leave  the  1894  Pioneer  Monument  in  its  present  location.  It  is  the 
only  remaining  link  with  the  pre- 1906  City  Hall  and  Civic  Center  and  should  remain 
where  it  is  a  memorial  and  connection  with  our  glorious  past  and  romantic  history. 
Moreover,  moving  it  would  be  hazardous  and  add  a  great  cost  of  funds  which  in  these 
times  of  tight  finances,  could  be  applied  usefully  for  other  necessities."  (Frederick  L. 
Miller) 

"Until  now,  my  main  concerns,  like  so  many  others,  were  the  relocation  of  the  Pioneer 
Monument,  which  I  basically  oppose,  and  the  sterile  appearance  and  coldness  of  the 
Hyde  and  Grove  Streets  facades  with  the  new  building,  which  still  appear  to  have  that 
problem,  even  with  the  redesign,  as  you  can  vividly  seen  on  Figure  25,  Page  97  of  the 
EIR."  (Michael  Levin) 

"The  Coalition  for  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods  endorses  the  retention  of  THE 
PIONEER  MONUMENT  in  its  present  location.  We  also  endorse  the  position  of  SAN 
FRANCISCO  TOMORROW  RE  THE  DESIGN  MODIFICATIONS  AS  PUT  FORTH 
BY  ARCHITECT  IRA  KURLANDER."  (Ramona  Albright,  Twin  Peaks  CouncU) 

"The  late  former  supervisor,  Jack  Morrison,  an  enthusiastic  member  of  San  Francisco 
Tomorrow,  was  a  firm  believer  that  the  Pioneer  Monument  should  not  be  moved.  He 
told  me  last  August  (after  a  meeting  of  the  Landmarks  Board  which  we  had  both 
attended)  that  this  problem  has  arisen  because  the  Pioneer  Monument  had  been 
perceived  as  an  obstacle  rather  than  as  an  opportunity.  I  suggest  that  it  is  not  too  late 
for  the  project  sponsor  (the  Library  Commission)  to  change  its  attitude  toward  the 
Pioneer  Monument  and  to  regard  it  as  a  design  opportunity,  which  in  fact  it  is." 
(Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

The  comments  express  support  of  Altemative  B.l  which  the  Library  Commission 
could  approve  instead  of  the  project. 

Potential  impacts  of  the  proposed  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  are 
discussed  on  EIR  pp.  83-84  and  under  Altemative  B.2,  EIR  pp.  192-196, 


C&R.203 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


in  the  context  of  effects  related  to  the  architectural  resources  of  the  Civic  Center 
area  and  physical  effects  on  the  monument  itself.  See  also  the  response  on 
p.  C&R.187  -  193.  In  relation  to  comments  about  the  historic  significance  of  the 
monument,  please  see  the  comments  and  reponses  on  pp.  C&R.88  -  96. 

Comment 

"I  point  out  that  the  Pioneer  Monument  is  one  of  several  imposing  monuments  along 
Market  Street,  including  the  Spanish-American  War  monument  at  Dolores  Street. 
Each  of  these  monuments  depicts  and  memorializes  a  significant  time  and  spirit  in  our 
history  as  a  nation,  and  they  should  all  be  treated  with  respect.  Respect  is  not  shown 
by  'uprooting'  them  and  relocating  them  (minus  a  few  parts  here  and  there)  whenever 
it  suits  the  convenience  of  the  entity  having  jurisdiction;  particularly  when  such 
relocation  is  not  necessary  for  the  project  at  hand."  (Winchell  T.  Hay  ward) 

Response 

The  commenter  is  expressing  a  preference  for  Alternative  B.l,  which  could  be 
adopted  instead  of  the  project. 

Other  monuments  in  San  Francisco  have  been  moved,  including  the  Native  Sons 
Monument  at  Post,  Montgomery  and  Market  Streets  (originally  at  Mason  and 
Turk  Streets,  later  in  Golden  Gate  Park)  and  the  Francis  Scott  Key  statue  within 
Golden  Gate  Park. 

Comment 

"I  have  a  copy  of  the  Independent  which  I  will  pass  on  to  you.  And  I  wiU  refer  you 
back  to  the  original  Proposition  'A'  which  did  not  specify  the  relocation  of  the  Pioneer 
Monument  among  other  items  that  were  not  fully  disclosed  to  the  voters.  Corrections 
had  to  be  made  to  the  ballot  that  ultimately  led  to  the  resignation  of  Registrar  of  Voters 
Michelle  Corwin.  However,  and  again  and  again  the  voters  were  led  to  believe  that 
accommodation  would  be  made  to  keep  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  its  place,  where  it 
has  stood  for  about  80  years.  No  plans  at  the  time  of  the  vote  showed  any  re-location 
whatsoever  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  "  (Edith  McMillan) 


C&R.204 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


"Now,  when  the  Friends  of  the  Library  came  before  the  coalition,  and  we  voted  on  this 
library,  one  of  the  main  points  they  made  to  us  to  get  us  to  endorse  the  new  library,  as 
you  see  by  this  article  —  and  it's  in  your  records  —  was  that  the  creation  of  the  new 
library  would  be  a  way  in  which  we  could  keep  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  place.  That 
was  stressed  over  and  over,  and  here  you  have  a  picture  of  the  monument  in  place  with 
the  library  circling  around  it."  (Ramona  Albright,  Coalition  of  SF  Neighborhoods) 

"I  am  concemed  about  the  reliability  of  this  draft  in  light  of  the  1989-90  Civil  Grand 
Jury's  Final  Report  conceming  the  Library  Bond  Issue  of  1988  which  concluded  'City 
officials  misled  voters  into  believing  that  the  bond  measure  would  improve  all 
libraries.'  Library  Bond  Issue,  November  1988,  p.  2."  (Stephen  Pantos) 

Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  commenter  has  not  raised  any  environmental  issues, 
and  therefore  no  response  is  required. 

Comment 

"Now,  there  is  another  objective  here  in  the  transportation  element,  Objective  No.  7.  I 
am  stiU  reading  from  the  Master  Plan.  It  says,  'Widen  sidewalks  where  intensive 
commercial,  recreation,  or  institutional  activity  is  present. '  The  sidewalk  on  the  Hyde 
Street  side  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  does  need  to  be  widened  if  the  monument  is  left 
there,  ...  for  all  altematives  in  which  the  Pioneer  Monument  is  retained  in  its  present 
position.  Of  course,  we  and  the  organizations  that  I  mentioned,  the  Coalition  of  the 
San  Francisco  Neighborhoods  ~  all  of  these  organizations  aU  want  to  have  the 
monument  left  where  it  is,  but  we  point  out  that  you  need  to  put  an  extension  on  the 
sidewalk  in  order  to  make  it  safe,  because  currently  it  is  not  safe.  There  are  only  about 
four  feet  between  the  monument  and  the  curb.  And  that  could  be  easily  handled  by 
extending  out  about  seven  feet,  taking  over  a  parking  space.  And  if  they  are  not 
worried  about  losing  200  parking  spaces  for  the  Fulton  Mall,  they  are  not  going  to 
argue  about  losing  three  parking  spaces  by  the  Pioneer  Monument."  (Winchell  T. 
Hayward) 


r 

C&R.205 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Resp 

Response 

Widening  of  the  sidewalk  around  the  Pioneer  Monument,  should  it  be  retained  at 
Its  present  location,  would  eliminate  two  parking  spaces.  Elimination  of  nvo 
spaces  would  not  affect  the  overall  parking  analysis  and  conclusions.  This 
widening  could  improve  pedestrian  conditions  near  the  Grove  /  Hyde  Streets 
intersection.  Sidewalk  widening  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  and  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic. 

Comment 

"Page  192,  Paragraph  1.  last  line:  Why  is  a  visual  link  between  the  monument  and 
City  Hall  needed?  Who  asked  for  a  visual  link?"  (Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

The  discussion  of  a  visual  link  between  the  Pioneer  Monument  referenced  by  the 
commenter  is  part  of  the  sponsor's  reasons  for  rejecting  Altemative  B.l. 

B.2.  PIONEER  MONUMENT.  RELOCATE  WITHIN  CIVIC  CENTER 

Comment 

"The  O'Brien-Kreitzberg  'Preservation  Feasibility  Study  for  the  Relocation  of  the 
Pioneer  Monument'  should  be  published  as  an  Appendix  to  the  EIR. '  (Vincent  Marsh, 
LPAB). 

Response 

The  preliminarv'  feasibility  study  is  summarized  in  the  EIR.  pp.  192-196,  and  is 
available  for  review  in  the  project  file  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning, 
450  McAllister  Street.  San  Francisco. 


C&R.206 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Resp 

Comment 

"p.  19.  1st  paragraph.  It  is  stated  that  the  monument  is  estimated  to  weigh  560  tons. 
What  is  the  source  of  this  figure,  which  seems  to  me  to  be  greatly  exaggerated?  The 
brick  building  at  the  northeast  comer  of  Fell  and  Franklin  (see  attached  page 
[C&R.208])  now  apart  of  the  Board  of  Education  complex  originally  was  located 
mid-block  on  Grove  between  Polk  &  Larkin.  It  was  moved  about  1913(?)  at  a  cost  of 
$151,000  and  was  judged  to  weigh  7.000  tons.  It  is  a  substantial  building  yet 
according  to  the  data  here  weighed  only  12.5  times  that  of  the  Pioneer  Monument!  My 
source  of  data  regarding  the  brick  building  (originally  'High  School  of  Commerce') 
was  obtained  from  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Reports,  1915-1916,  page  1007."  (Ed 
Michael) 

"Page  192,  Paragraph  4;  How  much  does  the  Pioneer  monimient  weigh  with  concrete 
foundation?"  (Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

The  weight  of  the  monument  was  estimated  by  O'Brien-Kreitzberg  &  Associates, 
Inc..  in  the  preliminar>'  feasibility  study  for  relocation  of  the  monument.  The 
figure  was  based  on  conservative  estimates  of  the  monument's  size  and  density, 
and  could  be  subject  to  modification.  The  density  of  the  granite  used  in 
constmction  of  the  monument  is  greater  than  the  density  of  the  former  High 
School  of  Commerce  building,  which  is  mosdy  "hoUow,"  Uke  any  building. 
However,  the  point  of  discussing  the  monument's  weight  is  to  note  that  structural 
underpinning  would  be  required  to  support  the  monimient  should  it  be  relocated 
above  an  underground  structure. 

The  concrete  foundation  of  the  monument  is  estimated  to  weigh  about  280  tons, 
according  to  the  same  study.  If  the  monument  were  relocated,  a  new  foundation 
would  be  constructed;  the  existing  foundation  would  not  be  moved. 

Comment 

"p.  192.  Last  paragraph.     .  .  relocation  to  each  of  the  five  potential  sites  .  .  .  .' 
Change 'each' to  "any"."  (Ed  Michael) 


C&R.207 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  sentence  in  the  EBR.  conveys  essentially  the  same 
meaning  and  has  not  been  revised. 

Comment 

"p.  193.  5th  paragraph.  Does  the  follov^^ing  approximate  what  the  paragraph  intends  to 
convey? 

"The  Pioneer  Monument  would  be  on  axis  with  the  dome  of  City  Hall  but  at  a  greater 
distance  (approximately  800  feet)  than  it  originally  enjoyed  with  the  dome  of  the  old 
City  Hall  (approximately  250(?)  feet)."  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

The  last  sentence  of  the  fifth  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  193  is  revised  to  read  as 
foUows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

If  located  at  the  center  of  the  mall  between  Larkin  and  Hyde  Streets,  the 
monument  would  be  about  800  feet  from  City  Hall,  compared  to  its 
pre- 1906  location  about  250  feet  from  Old  City  Hall. 

Comment 

"p.  193.  6th  paragraph.  Neither  of  the  two  locations  described  here  are  consistent  with 
what  is  shown  in  Fig.  37,  next  page  [page  194]."  (Ed  Michael) 

Response  ^ 

The  locations  in  Figure  37.  p.  194  are  approximate,  as  noted  on  the  figure.  The 
feasibility  study  examined  two  locations  in  the  proposed  Fulton  Street  Mall,  one 
slighdy  east  of  and  the  other  slightly  west  of  the  monument  symbol  in  Figure  37. 
The  marker  for  the  monument  was  to  illustrate  Fulton  Street  Mall  as  one  of  five 
potential  relocation  sites  under  consideration  by  the  Arts  Commission. 


C&R.209 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Comment 

"pp.  18  &  19.  The  last  paragraph  on  page  18  really  doesn't  say  anything,  nor  very 
clearly.  And  nowhere  is  the  monument's  diminished  importance  discussed  if  it  is 
moved  from  its  original  site. 

"There  ought  to  be  an  Alternative  B.4  in  which  (a)  site(s)  outside  the  Civic  Center 
might  be  more  suitable  than  any  proposed.  Eg.,  somewhere  in  Justin  Herman  Plaza 
after  the  subsurface  Muni  work  is  completed.  Here  it  would  be  seen  against  in  the 
context  of  a  building  which  is  contemporary  with  it.  As  far  as  relocation  within  the 
Civic  Center  is  concemed,  it  has  been  argued  that  the  monument  must  be  moved 
because  the  original  architects  didn't  show  it  retained  on  site.  By  the  same  token,  it 
can  be  argued  that  had  they  wanted  it  elsewhere  in  the  Civic  Center  they  had  the 
opportunity  to  indicate  this  on  their  plans  —  but  didn't.  (They  did  indicate  an 
equestrian-type  monument  which  is  in  place.)"  (Ed  Michael) 

"And  while  I  see  no  need  for  moving  the  monument,  and  I  am  violently  opposed  to  it,  I 
think  the  EIR  is  deficient,  if  they  limit  the  moving  of  the  monument  only  to  the  Civic 
Center.  We  are  44  square  miles,  and  there  is  nothing  that  says  that."  (Ed  Michael) 

Response 

As  noted  on  EIR  p.  83,  last  sentence,  "moving  the  monument  would  eliminate  the 
last  remaining  marker  of  the  pre- 1906  City  Hall  and  street  grid."  As  this  sentence 
indicates,  the  monument's  importance  as  a  marker  would  be  diminished,  if 
moved,  although  the  monument  would  not  be  destroyed.  Since  construction  of 
the  monument,  the  street  grid  and  surroundings  have  substantially  changed, 
however,  such  that  it  is  not  immediately  apparent  to  a  lay  viewer  that  the 
monument  marks  the  site  of  Old  City  Hall.  The  monument  is  not  identified  as 
contributory  to  the  National  Historic  Landmark  District  or  the  proposed  local 
Historic  District.  Relocation  of  the  monument  is  not  considered  a  significant 
impact  by  the  EIR  authors. 

EIR  Alternative  B.2  considers  various  locations  for  moving  the  Pioneer 
Monument  in  the  Civic  Center  area  for  the  reasons  outlined  on  DEIR  pp.  190-192 
iuid  pp.  C&R.  187  -  193  herein.  These  locations  would  be  consistent  with 


C&R.210 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Respon: 


maintaining  the  relationship  of  the  monument  to  the  Civic  Center.  Moreover,  the 
intent  of  the  Lick  Trust  was  that  the  monument  be  located  within  the  Civic  Center 
area  and,  therefore,  sites  within  the  Civic  Center  area  were  considered. 

The  last  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  18  is  replaced  with  the  following: 

This  altemative  would  include  relocation  of  the  monument,  as  proposed 
under  the  project.  Effects  of  this  altemative  would  be  those  of  the  project, 
plus  site-specific  impacts  for  each  potential  relocation  site. 

Comment 

"And  what  do  they  offer  us  as  alternatives?  There  are  five  of  them  listed.  Four  of  them 
are  over  existing  subsurface  buildings,  and  this  thing  weighs  560  tons.  That's  like  560 
automobiles  in  a  heap.  You  can't  relocate  that  very  easily  on  top  of  a  pre-existing 
structure.  They  admit  they  can't  locate  it,  and  then  there  is  a  mmor  around  that  the 
latest  location  is  behind  the  Opera  House  and  the  Veterans '  Auditorium  on  Franklin 
Street,  paced  off  the  other  day,  actually  taped  it  off,  and  that's  the  drawing.  That's  the 
monument.  It  will  go  from  the  gate  to  the  sidewalk  with  nine  feet  five  behind  it. 
That's  if  you  want  California  to  face  City  Hall.  If  you  don't  mind  her  facing  the  stage 
house,  a  blank  wall,  or  facing  the  parking  lot,  that's  your  other  choice.  It's 
ridiculous."  (Ira  Kurlander,  SFT) 

Response 

The  EIR  analyzes  five  potential  relocation  sites  that  have  been  considered  by  the 
Arts  Commission,  which  has  jurisdiction  of  publicly  installed  art  and  must 
approve  a  decision  to  relocate  the  monument  as  well  as  the  relocation  site,  as 
noted  on  EIR  p.  192.  The  Arts  Commission  has  not  proposed  consideration  of  a 
location  in  the  War  Memorial  Courtyard./3/  See  the  following  response. 

Comment 

"Section  Vn.  Altemative  B  discusses  three  altemate  locations  for  the  Pioneer 
Monument.  However,  Altemate  B  neglects  to  discuss  other  potential  locations  within 
the  Civic  Center  area.  Specifically,  potential  locations  west  of  Polk  Street  are  not 
included. 
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"A  potential  alternative  which  would  maintain  the  historical  relationship  to  City  Hall 
would  be  located  at  Franklin  and  Fulton  Street.  This  location  could  provide  an 
important  view  terminus.  A  view  temiinus  on  the  west  does  not  currently  exist  on  the 
east-west  axis  which  bisects  the  War  Memorial  Court.  This  alternative  would  not 
involve  modifying  the  configuration  of  the  inner  court;  but  the  modification  of  the 
parking  area  on  Fulton  Street  will  provide  a  suitable  location  for  the  Pioneer 
Monument. 

"In  contrast  to  other  altematives  which  would  necessitate  temporary  storage,  this 
location  could  be  prepared  sufficiently  in  advance  of  construction  of  the  main  library. 
In  an  effort  to  expand  the  range  of  altematives  in  the  Civic  Center  area,  the 
sub-alternative  should  be  incorporated  in  Section  VII."  (Clark  Manus,  AIA) 

Response 

The  following  revisions  are  made  to  the  DEIR  to  assess  this  altemative. 

On  DEIR  p.  18,  a  new  last  sentence  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  third  paragraph: 

The  EIR  also  considers  a  sixth  location,  between  the  Veterans'  Building 
and  the  War  Memorial  Opera  House. 

On  DEIR  p.  192,  the  second  sentence  of  the  first  full  paragraph  (first  paragraph 
under  "Description")  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  is  underlined): 

This  altemative  describes  the  five  locations  currendy  under  consideration 
by  the  Arts  Commission  for  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument/3/,  and  a 
sixth  location  which  was  subsequently  suggested. 

The  following  is  added  to  the  DEIR  as  new  text  at  the  bottom  of  p.  196: 

0  Between  the  Vcteriui?"  Building  and  the  War  Memorial  Opera  House 

Relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  to  the  War  Memorial  Court  would 
place  the  nionunieiit  on  axis  witii.  on  the  west  side  ot.  City  Hall.  The 
monument  thus  woulii  ho  on  the  opposite  side  of  City  Hall  from  the 
majority  of  the  Civic  Center  huiUlings  that  are  contributory  to  the  three 
historic  (listntts    DejXMHliii^  on  iIk"  [Mccise  location  \\  itliin  War  Memorial 
Court,  the  monument  would  l>e  about  400  feet  from  City  Ihill. 
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Structural  underpinning  could  be  required  at  this  location,  depending  on 
subsurface  soil  conditions  and/or  structures.  A  service  tunnel  linking  the 
Opera  House  with  the  Veterans'  Building  extends  under  part  of  the  court. 
Relocation  to  this  site  could  occur  without  waiting  for  other  construction 
activities,  depending  on  the  need  for  underpinning.  Some  modification  of 
the  parking  area  west  of  the  Opera  House  and  Veterans'  Building  could  be 
required  for  this  altemative. 

Based  on  cost  estimates  for  the  potential  relocation  sites  considered  in  the 
preliminary  feasibility  study  described  on  EIR  p.  192,  relocation  to  this  site  could 
cost  from  about  $550,000  to  about  $800,000,  with  an  additional  $100,000  to 
$250,000  for  engineering,  inspection  and  consultants'  fees. 

As  stated  in  the  preceding  response,  this  site  has  not  been  considered  by  the  Arts 
Commission.  The  War  Memorial  Board  of  Trustees  would  have  to  approve  this 
location. 

Comment 

"Page  84,  Paragraph  3,  first  sentence:  Repeats  first  sentence,  top  of  page." 
(Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

Both  sentences  do  state  that  the  monument  would  be  dismantled  as  part  of  the 
relocation  process.  The  first  paragraph  contains  information  provided  by  the 
project  sponsor,  whUe  the  third  paragraph  provides  information  from  the 
preliminary  feasibility  study  on  relocation  of  the  monument. 

Comment 

"P.  84  (top  two  lines):  It  does  not  seem  reasonable  to  expect  that  the  Pioneer 
Monument  could  be  moved  without  damage.  A  close  look  will  reveal  that  it  is 
comprised  of  a  great  many  pieces,  from  very  large  to  very  small,  many  very  omate  and 
of  configurations  that  would  be  expensive  to  replicate,  and  of  much  fine  metal  work 
that  could  be  easily  damaged  or  lost.  Experience  with  the  Francis  Scott  Key 
monument  several  years  ago  has  shown  that  moving  of  large  and  complex  monuments 
result  in  damage  to  component  parts  and  loss  of  some  of  them.  The  Pioneer 
Monument  is  much  larger  than  the  Francis  Scott  Key  monument.  A  storage  period 
would  increase  the  exposure  to  breakage  and  loss  of  parts,  and  it  could  later  require  a 
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concerted  effort  by  citizen  groups  to  get  it  re-erected  (as  was  also  the  case  with  the 
Francis  Scott  Key  monument).  Again,  because  of  political  and/or  budgetary  reasons,  it 
may  not  be  possible  to  re-erect  the  Pioneer  Monument  once  it  has  been  dismantled." 
( Winchell  T.  Hayward) 


Response 

The  preliminary  feasibility  study  prepared  by  O'Brien-Kreitzberg  &  Associates, 
Inc..  and  cited  on  EIR  p.  84.  third  paragraph,  includes  the  following  discussion: 

Due  to  the  extreme  weight  of  the  monument,  the  most  feasible  method  of 
relocating  it  would  appear  to  be  to  disassemble  it  into  the  pieces  from 
which  it  was  originally  fabricated.  The  five  statues  as  well  as  some  of  the 
other  metal  fabrications  would  have  to  be  removed.  The  main  column  and 
each  of  the  piers  would  then  be  marked,  disassembled,  moved  and  then 
reassembled  at  the  new  site.  This  process  would  most  likely  require  the 
supervision  of  an  expert  in  monuments  of  this  era  as  well  as  master 
stonemasons.  Once  the  work  actually  began  it  might  take  in  the  range  of 
two  to  four  months  to  relocate  the  monument.  Six  to  eight  months  of 
preplanning  and  engineering  would  also  most  likely  be  needed.  Prudent 
care  would  have  to  be  taken  not  to  damage  or  chip  the  stnicmre  during  the 
process.  However,  due  to  the  size  of  the  pieces  and  their  apparent  current 
good  condition  after  being  exposed  a  hundred  years  and  subjected  to 
numerous  earthquakes,  the  monument  does  not  appear  to  be  overly 
fragile. /4/ 


The  EIR  notes  on  p.  197  that  placing  the  monument  in  storage  would  require  that 
it  be  moved  twice  and  could  increase  the  possibility  of  damaging  the  monument. 
Also  on  p.  197,  it  is  noted  that  long-term  storage  of  the  monument  could  be 
considered  an  impact  due  to  the  removal  of  the  monument  from  public  view. 

Comment 


"More  specific  information  should  be  presented  conceming  means  for  assuring  the 
prompt  relocation  of  the  Pioneer  Monument,  should  its  relocation  be  necessary  ." 
(Michael  M.  Levin) 


"Now,  1  want  \o  nuike  a  brief  coinineiit  about  the  Pioneer  Monument.  You  have  heard 
all  the  arguments  about  it  and  we  tion't  need  to  go  into  that  any  further.  But  in  my 
discussion  with  the  f)eople  who  iue  opposed  to  moving  the  monument.  1  have 
discerned  there  are  really  two  groups  of  people.  TTiere  are  those  people  who.  for  their 
own  reasons,  don't  feci  it  should  be  moved  under  any  circumstances,  and  there  are 
those  |X'ople  who  feci  that  it  shouldn't  l>e  moved  because  they  have  no  confidence  in 
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city  govemment  that  the  monument  will  ever  be  repositioned  and  see  the  light  of  day. 
They  are  afraid  it  will  be  put  in  storage  and  not  appear  again. 

"That  latter  view,  we  have  a  lot  of  sympathy  for,  and  I  want  to  urge  that  the  EIR, 
which  presentiy  does  not  provide  a  specific  location  nor  a  plan  or  a  schedule  for 
relocating  the  monument  in  the  mitigation  measures,  when  they  are  complete,  provide 
a  specific  and  clearly  identifiable  plan  on  what  would  happen  to  the  monument. 

"The  altemative  that  is  suggested  of  putting  it  into  storage  forever  or  into  limbo  is,  I 
think,  a  very  unacceptable  altemative.  The  altematives  that  are  listed  in  EIR,  the  five 
of  them,  all  probably  would  require  that  the  monument  be  put  into  storage,  either  for  as 
short  as  one  year  or  as  long  as  eight  years.  I  think  we  need  to  look  and  see  if  there  are 
not  additional  locations  that  can  be  found  at  Civic  Center  for  the  monument  where  the 
monument  could  be  moved  next  year  without  going  into  storage.  And  I  would  hope 
that  the  EIR  consultants  would  investigate  that  possibility."  (Jim  Haas,  Civic  Pride) 

Response 

As  noted  under  the  topic.  Significant  Effects,  pp.  C«feR.166  -  173  of  this 
document,  the  EIR  authors  did  not  determine  that  relocating  the  Pioneer 
Monument  would  be  a  significant  impact,  and  thus  no  mitigation  is  required.  The 
City  Planning  Commission  would  make  the  final  determination  of  significance. 
EIR  p.  197  states  that  removing  the  monument  from  public  view  for  a  long  period 
such  as  25  years  could  "have  historic.  Architectural,  and  Cultural  impacts  related 
to  removing  an  historic  sculpture  from  public  view." 

The  schedule  for  relocation  of  the  monument,  should  relocation  occur,  would 
depend  on  the  site  selected.  As  noted  on  EIR  p.  193,  paragraph  4,  based  on  the 
preliminary  feasibility  study,  relocation  would  take  two  to  four  months,  with  an 
additional  six  to  eight  months  of  preplanning  and  engineering.  As  stated  on  EIR 
pp.  193  -  196,  relocation  to  Civic  Center  Plaza  could  occur  before  relocation  to 
the  Fulton  Street  sites:  the  latter  would  require  that  construction  of  the  New  Main 
Library  was  weU  under  way.  Relocation  to  United  Nations  Plaza  was  considered 
likely  to  be  prohibitively  expensive  because  the  site  would  be  above  the  BART  / 
MUNI  station,  as  stated  on  EIR  p.  195. 
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Comment 

"I  am  also  supportive  of  the  Pioneer  Monument,  to  relocate  it  to  make  more  room  for 
the  children  and  other  services.  And  we  need  as  much  room  as  possible  for  the 
services  for  the  children  in  the  city.  Rather,  we  realize  that  the  problem  right  now  is 
that  in  the  future  we  need  bigger  room  or  whatever  the  future  will  need,  and  we  realize 
it  would  be  too  costly  and  probably  too  late. 

"Also,  we  believe  the  monument  in  the  comer  of  the  library,  the  inspector  will  come 
and  we  will  have  lost  about  two  sides  of  the  monument.  That  probably  wouldn't  look 
very  good  for  the  monument.  So  it's  better  for  them  to  relocate  it."  (David  Tran,  TYA) 

"Just  lasdy  and  briefly,  we  really  do  support  moving  the  Pioneer  Monument,  if  that's 
something  that  can  be  worked  out  with  the  community.  We  believe  it's  going  to  allow 
a  lot  more  space  for  the  city.  I  live  down  here.  That  monument  has  been  used  mainly 
as  an  unsavory  place  for  personal  needs  and  not  really  a  place  to  go  visit  and  admire 
history.  It  would  be  wonderful  if  it  could  be  moved  to  a  place  much  like  L'Enfant's 
Tomb  in  D.C.  where  it  tells  about  the  Lick  Memorial  and  maybe  gives  an  original  map 
of  the  city  and  educates  people  as  to  what  it  is,  rather  than  a  throw  away  statue  that's 
been  there  for  a  long  time."  (KeUy  CuUen,  TYA) 

Response 

The  comments  are  noted.  The  comments  express  an  opinion  on  the  project  and  do 
not  address  the  content  of  the  EIR.  No  response  is  necessary. 

C.  ALTERNATIVE  SITE:  VERBA  BUENA  CENTER 

"Page  19,  Paragraph  4:  This  is  qq  altemative.  Block  2  is  out  of  the  question 
politically,  but  more  so  because  Block  2  can't  bear  the  weight,  either  the  gardens  or 
the  Marriott  ballroom.  You  need  another  site. 
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"Page  171,  Last  Paragraph,  second  sentence:  This  shows  the  fallacy  of  Yerba  Buena 
Center  Block  2. 

"Page  198,  Paragraph  2:  This  is  inadequate.  The  Esplanade  open  space  for  South  of 
Market  is  the  result  of  years  of  public  participation.  It  is  an  inadequate  discussion. 
This  alternative  should  be  stricken  as  it  cuts  the  heart  out  of  Yerba  Buena  Gardens.  If 
left  in  you  have  to  show  the  whole  Yerba  Buena  Center  plan  and  history. 

"Page  198,  Paragraph  2,  lines  7  and  8:  East  Block  2  sale  of  land  is  needed  for 
completion  of  Yerba  Buena  Gardens.  I  think  it  is  equally  unlikely  as  an  altemative 
site.  Check  with  [Redevelopment]  Agency  before  using  as  site. 

"Page  199,  Paragraph  1:  You  haven't  even  listed  consulting  with  [Redevelopment] 
Agency  or  sending  EIR  to  the  Agency. 

"Page  199,  Paragraph  3:  This  altemative  guts  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Plan.  I'm 
shocked. 

"Besides  all  else,  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Block  2  couldn't  possibly  bear  this  size 
structure  and  the  block  is  finished.  The  west  side  where  Marriott  baUroom  is  couldn't 
hold  it. 

"I  wouldn't  even  discuss  the  next  3  pages.  I've  spent  15  years  fighting  for  Yerba 
Buena  Center,  and  to  see  our  Plan  trivialized  as  to  its  importance  to  South  of  Market  is 
beyond  comment."  (Commenter's  emphasis  retained)  (Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

The  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  requires  that  an  EIR  contain 
alternatives  to  a  project  that  could  reduce  or  eliminate  one  or  more  potentially 
significant  effects  of  the  preferred  project.  Where  a  public  agency  is  the  project 
sponsor,  the  EIR  usually  includes  analysis  of  altemative  sites  as  well  as 
alternatives  within  the  proposed  site  because  of  a  public  agency's  ability  to  own 
or  acquire  property  in  many  different  locations.  There  was  no  intent  to  trividize 
the  Yerba  Buena  Center  (YBC)  Plan  or  the  work  of  the  many  people  who  spent 
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thousands  of  hours  preparing  and  detailing  the  Plan,  and  any  such  impression  was 
inadvertent.  The  EIR  authors  apologize  to  readers  who  may  have  inferred  that  the 
EIR  ignored  the  long  YBC  planning  process  by  the  selection  of  Yerba  Buena 
Center  as  an  off-site  ahemative. 

YBC  was  chosen  as  a  reasonable  location  for  some  off-site  altematives  for  the 
San  Francisco  Main  Library  because,  like  the  preferred  alternative  site,  it  is 
convenient  to  many  transit  lines,  accoinmodating  users  from  all  over  the  City,  and 
because  it  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  another  City  agency  and  therefore  easier  to 
obtain  control  of  as  a  site  than  a  privately-owned  site  would  be.  Locating  the 
Main  Library  in  any  of  several  YBC  sites  would,  of  course,  change  the  intensity 
of  the  planned  uses  in  YBC,  as  is  noted  in  the  DEIR,  last  paragraph,  p.  200,  as 
well  as  the  nature  of  those  uses.  The  degree  of  change  would  depend  on  the 
precise  location  within  the  Area. 

If  the  library  were  to  replace  the  retail  uses  planned  for  the  east  side  of  Fourth 
Street  (on  the  west  side  of  Central  Block  2)  or  the  recreational  /  entertainment 
uses  being  considered  for  Fourth  near  Howard,  the  land  use  change  would  not  be 
as  great  as  for  some  other  locations  in  the  YBC  area,  for  purposes  of  impact 
analysis,  since  physical  impacts  such  as  those  on  transportation  /  air  quality 
would  be  the  same  as,  or  less,  for  a  library  use  than  for  retail  uses.  If  a  library  use 
were  to  include  evening  functions,  it  could  include  more  nighttime  activity  than 
would  retail  uses  that  might  close  soon  after  the  end  of  the  usual  work  day,  and 
would  include  more  nighttime  activity  than  office  uses.  Clearly,  placement  of  a 
public  library  in  a  location  that  would  otherwise  contain  recreational,  retail  or 
office  uses  would  change  the  revenue-generating  ability  of  any  of  the  YBC  sites. 
However,  if  no  developer  were  to  come  forward  for  some  time,  it  is  possible  that 
the  city  would  choose  to  use  the  site  for  a  public  purpose  rather  than  a  more 
revenue-producing  use. 

The  subaltemative  discussed  on  page  198  of  the  DEIR  covering  placement  of  the 
new  Main  Library  within  the  planned  open  space  on  Central  Block  2  has  been 
eliminated  from  discussion  in  the  EIR.  Taking  an  area  designated  for  open  space 
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is  infeasible  in  downtown  where  open  space  is  a  scarce  and  valuable  resource,  as 
noted  in  the  Downtown  Plan.  It  is  also  infeasible  because  to  relocate  the  open 
space  to  other  areas  of  YBC  would  frustrate  the  intent  of  the  plan  for  the  Central 
Blocks,  which  was  chosen  based  on  the  Esplanade  open  space  concept.  Finally, 
the  Moscone  Convention  Center  expansion,  being  completed  underground  under 
the  east  and  central  portions  of  Central  Block  2  where  the  open  space  is  located, 
has  been  specifically  designed  to  accommodate  the  open  space  uses  in  their 
presently-proposed  location.  Redesign  and  rebuilding  of  that  portion  of  the 
Convention  Center  expansion  would  be  required  both  to  strengthen  the  facility  to 
accommodate  the  weight  of  a  building  and  also  to  reorganize  placement  of  utility 
structures  and  other  features  that  were  established  precisely  in  relation  to  the 
plans  for  the  open  space. /5/  Therefore  changes  have  been  made  in  the  text  of 
DEIR  pp.  198  -  202,  as  indicated  below. 

The  altemative  site  along  Fourth  Street  on  Central  Block  2  would  need  to  include 
structural  strengthening  of  the  Marriott  Ballroom  and  its  truck  loading  areas  in 
order  to  accommodate  a  new  library  building,  as  that  underground  structure  was 
designed  for  low-to-midrise  retail  buildings.  However,  this  type  of  structural 
strengthening  is  reasonably  feasible  without  complete  rebuilding  of  the  existing 
facility,  unlike  the  area  of  the  Convention  Center  that  is  under  the  open  space 
elsewhere  on  the  Block./#/  This  altemative  would,  of  course,  be  more  costly  than 
the  proposed  site  due  to  the  additional  strengthening  required. 

Use  of  the  East  Block  2  sites  that  are  cited  in  the  Draft  EIR  as  possible  locations 
for  a  new  Main  Library  would,  as  the  commenter  notes,  remove  the  main  source 
of  funding  for  landscaping  the  open  space  on  Central  Block  2.  (See  the  changes 
to  the  EIR  text  below.)  In  addition,  the  two  vacant  sites  on  East  Block  2  are  each 
considerably  smaller  than  the  preferred  site  in  Civic  Center  (about  32,000  sq.  ft. 
and  22,000  sq.  ft.,  with  the  planned  Museum  of  Modem  Art  located  between  the 
sites,  versus  90,0(X)  sq.  ft.  for  the  New  Library  block  in  Civic  Center;  the 
proposed  New  Main  Library  footprint  would  occupy  about  58,500  sq.  ft.  of  that 
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site).  Therefore,  if  either  of  these  sites  were  to  be  chosen  the  library  would  need 
to  be  completely  redesigned,  with  more  smaller  levels  to  fit  one  of  the  two 
locations  75/ 

The  following  changes  are  made  to  the  DEIR  discussion  of  Alternative  C, 
pp.  197  -  202. 

On  p.  198,  first  full  paragraph,  the  first  two  sentences  are  revised  to  read  as 
follows  (location  of  deleted  language  indicated  by  brackets): 


Under  this  alternative,  the  New  Main  Library  would  be  constructed  on  [] 
Central  Block  2  in  Yerba  Buena  Center,  the  block  bounded  by  Mission, 
Howard,  Third  and  Fourth  Streets,  or  on  East  Block  2,  the  block  bounded 
by  Mission,  Howard  and  Third  Streets  and  a  line  about  mid-block  between 
Third  and  New  Montgomery  Streets.  On  Central  Block  2,  the  library  could 
be  built  on  the  west  (Fourth  Street)  side  of  the  block,  occupying  space 
currently  planned  for  a  retail  building  and  parking  [j. 


On  p.  199,  the  following  new  paragraphs  are  added  after  the  second  paragraph  to 
provide  the  reader  with  background  on  the  development  of  Yerba  Buena  Center. 


BACKGROUND 

The  Yerba  Buena  Center  (YBC)  Redevelopment  Project  has  a  long  history. 
The  Calif omia  Community  Redevelopment  Law  was  adopted  in  1945  as  a 
basis  for  fostering  new  building  and  development  programs  after  World 
War  n,  in  urban  areas  identified  as  blighted  under  the  terms  of  the  law. 
The  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  established  a  Redevelopment 
Agency  in  1948.  In  1953  the  Board  of  Supervisors  designated  19  blocks  as 
redevelopment  area  "D"  in  the  South-of-Market  District.  After  five  years 
of  study  and  debate,  this  decision  was  reversed,  and  in  1958  the  area  was 
undesignated  as  a  redevelopment  area.  However,  in  1961,  this  decision  was 
in  turn  reversed,  and  area  "D"  (later  to  become  YBC)  was  redesignated  with 
different  boundaries.  The  official  Redevelopment  Plan  was  originally 
adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  April  25,  1966.  When  planning 
and  implementation  of  the  plans  for  YBC  reached  the  point  of  property 
acquisition  and  relocation  of  businesses  and  residences,  several  suits  were 
filed  in  local  and  federal  courts.  Some  involved  prolonged  litigation  and 
resulted  in  substantial  delays  to  the  project.  They  resulted  also  in  project 
changes  representing  expressed  community  interests,  such  as  inclusion  of 
subsidized  housing  for  the  elderly  to  partially  compensate  for  major 
dislocations  of  low-income  residents  of  the  redevelopment  area. 


C&R.220 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


On  August  31,  1976,  the  Mayor's  Select  Committee  on  Yerba  Buena 
Center  recommended  17  items  be  incorporated  in  the  plan  for  YBC, 
including  an  underground  exhibit  hall  and  financing  mechanisms  for  an 
urban  park.  On  November  2,  1976,  San  Francisco  voters  approved  a 
declaration  of  policy  that  "the  City  construct  a  convention  exhibit  hall  at 
YBC  using  a  four  percent  hotel  room  tax  to  finance  lease  revenue  bonds, 
underground  if  financially  feasible."  Several  changes  in  permitted  land  use 
and  density  in  the  redevelopment  area  were  incorporated  into  a  YBC 
Redevelopment  Plan  Amendinent  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  on  August  13,  1979.  The 
Moscone  Center  has  since  been  constructed  and  was  opened  on 
December  10,  1981. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  selected  the  Marriott  Corporation,  the  Rouse 
Company,  and  Olympia  &  York  to  develop  the  22-acre  central  portion  of 
YBC  known  as  Yerba  Buena  Gardens.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  and 
the  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  developer  began  a  period  of  exclusive 
negotiations  leading  to  a  proposed  Disposition  and  Development 
Agreement  (DDA).  During  the  negotiations,  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
staff  and  the  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  developer  received  guidance  from  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  in  establishing  parameters  for  the 
general  design  principles,  the  general  design  principles  applicable  to  urban 
design,  and  whether  housing  should  be  buUt  in  addition  to  other  permitted 
uses. 

At  its  meeting  of  October  6,  1981,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission 
indicated  its  preference  for  the  design  principles  associated  with 
development  of  Yerba  Buena  Gardens.  The  Commission  further  indicated 
its  preference  for  the  design  principles  embodied  in  the  prototype  entitled 
"The  Esplanade,"  an  open  plaza  to  extend  from  St.  Patrick's  Church  on 
Mission  Street  to  Moscone  Center.  In  1 982,  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
focused  on  a  single  development  proposal  for  YBC  called  the  "Main 
Program."  On  December  19,  1984,  the  Agency  entered  into  a  DDA  with 
the  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  developer  that  was  to  govem  the  development  of 
Yerba  Buena  Gardens.  This  DDA  proposed  development  of  the  four 
so-called  "Central  Blocks"  (the  blocks  bounded  by  Third,  Harrison,  Fourth 
and  Market  Streets)  and  East  Block  2  in  three  phases.  The  agreement 
included  development  of  the  Marriott  Hotel  and  development  of  office, 
recreational  and  entertainment,  and  retail  uses. 

The  initial  idea  for  open  space  within  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  is  attributed  to 
the  1976  Mayor's  Select  Committee.  As  part  of  its  set  of 
recommendations,  the  committee  recommended  that  an  urban  park  be 
included  within  the  central  blocks.  Since  1988,  a  private  citizen's  group 
(Friends  of  the  Gardens)  has  been  involved  in  the  planning  for  the  Yerba 
Buena  Gardens.  This  group  has  advocated  the  development  of  open  space, 
recreational  and  cultural  uses  within  Yerba  Buena  Gardens.  The  Friends' 
recommendations  have  included  providing  water  elements,  a  children's 
play  area,  space  for  outdoor  concerts,  active  use  areas,  sculptures,  cultural 
uses  and  gardens  as  part  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  Development. 


C&R.221 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Resp 


A  proposed  amendment  to  the  DDA,  which  would  revise  the  scope  of 
development  and  would  establish  the  financial  term?  and  conditions  for  the 
conveyance  of  two  Verba  Buena  Gardens  parcels  on  East  Block  2  to  the 
Verba  Buena  Gardens  developer,  currently  is  under  consideration  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  also 
has  entered  into  a  separate  DDA  with  the  Museum  of  Modem  Art  for  a 
200,000-square-foot  facility  on  East  Block  2  and  a  separate  Land 
Disposition  Agreement  with  Griffin  /  Related  Properties  for  a 
492,000-sq.  ft.  office  building. 

The  environmental  documentation  accompanying  the  administrative 
process  described  for  VBC  has  proceeded  largely  from  the  general  to  the 
specific.  In  1978,  the  VBC  FEIR  evaluated  four  prototypical  alternatives  to 
VBC  ranging  from  relatively  low  density  to  relatively  high  density.  The 
First  and  Second  VBC  EIR  Supplements  investigated  in  more  detail 
specific  proposals  for  limited  portions  of  the  VBC  area.  The  current  VBC 
Subsequent  EIR  updates  these  previous  documents  with  emphasis  on  the 
proposed  £irea-wide  plan  changes  envisioned  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 


On  DEIR  p.  199,  a  new  second  sentence  is  added  to  the  first  paragraph  under 
Impacts,  as  follows: 

This  altemative  would  change  the  planned  uses  for  Verba  Buena  Center, 
developed  as  part  of  an  extended  planning  process,  over  many  years. 

On  DEIR  p.  200,  last  paragraph,  the  last  sentence  is  revised  as  follows  (new 
language  underlined): 


The  nature  of  land  use  would  be  different  from  present  conditions  and 
similar  to  cultural  uses  proposed  under  the  VBC  program,  although  the 
specific  library  use  would  differ  from  planned  uses  for  VBC  developed  as 
pan  of  an  extended  planning  process. 


On  DEIR  p.  201,  in  the  second  paragraph,  the  second  sentence  is  revised  as 
follows  (location  of  deleted  language  indicated  by  brackets): 


As  a  result,  a  direct  comparison  of  travel  demand  between  the  New  Main 
Library  and  the  land  use(s)  it  would  replace  in  the  VBC  program  (retail  / 
parking  []  or  office  use)  is  not  possible. 

On  DEIR  p.  201,  in  the  third  paragraph,  the  second  sentence  is  deleted. 


C&R.222 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Resp 

On  DEIR  p.  202,  the  first  two  lines  of  the  first  partial  paragraph  are  revised  to 
read  as  follows  (new  language  underlined): 

. .  .  program  would  require  additional  engineering  and  construction  work, 
such  as  more  extensive  foundations.  .  .  . 


On  DEIR  p.  202,  in  the  first  fuU  paragraph,  the  second  sentence  is  revised  as 
follows  (location  of  deleted  language  indicated  by  brackets): 


If  the  library  were  buih  in  addition  to  an  existing  stmcture  [],  effects  on 
views,  shadow  and  wind  would  be  greater  than  anticipated  from  planned 
development,  while  if  the  library  were  built  instead  of  a  larger  currently 
planned  building  (for  example,  an  office  tower),  these  effects  would  be  less 
than  anticipated  from  planned  development. 


On  p.  202,  the  following  paragraph  is  added  after  the  first  full  paragraph: 

If  the  New  Main  Library  were  constmcted  on  the  Fourth  Street  side  of 
Central  Block  2,  it  would  be  above  the  already-built  Marriott  ballroom,  and 
would  require  additional  structural  strengthening.  If  the  library  were  built 
on  East  Block  2,  the  building  would  occupy  space  currently  planned  for 
office  space  under  the  YBC  "Main  Program."  The  library  would  have  to  be 
completely  redesigned  to  fit  the  smaller  lot  on  which  it  would  be 
constmcted;  the  larger  of  the  two  lots  adjacent  to  the  Museum  of  Modem 
Art  site  is  about  32,000  sq.  ft.,  or  about  half  of  the  footprint  of  the  New 
Main  Library  as  proposed  under  the  project.  To  accommodate  the  same 
library  program,  the  building  would  be  taller,  with  smaller  floor  plates. 
Locating  the  library  in  place  of  planned  office  use  would  eliminate  the 
primary  source  of  funding  for  landscaping  the  open  space  on  Central 
Block  2./6a/ 


The  following  foomote  is  added  to  DEIR  p.  209: 


/6a/   Sause,  Helen,  Project  Manager  for  Yerba  Buena  Center,  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  telephone  conversation, 
February  7, 1992. 


Comment 


"Page  202,  Paragraph  2:  Why  no  reasons  for  rejecting  Yerba  Buena  Center 
alternative."  (Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 


C&R.223 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

Response 

CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15126(d)(1)  requires  that  the  reasons  why  alternatives 
are  rejected  in  favor  of  the  project  must  be  provided  in  the  EIR  if  the  altematives 
"were  considered  in  developing  the  proposal."  The  Verba  Buena  Center 
alternative  was  included  in  the  EIR  for  purposes  of  a  comparative  analysis  of 
environmental  impacts;  the  alternative  was  not  considered  by  the  project  sponsor 
in  planning  the  proposed  New  Main  Library. 

D.  EXPANSION  AND  REUSE  OF  EXISTING  LIBRARY 

Comincnt 

"P.  202:  Altemate  D  appears  to  be  the  most  economical  of  all  of  the  altematives, 
because  the  existing  library  building  will  have  to  be  repaired  and  seismically 
strengthened  anyway.  I  believe  that  each  of  the  proposed  altematives,  as  well  as  the 
plan  advanced  by  the  project  sponsor,  should  have  a  total  estimated  cost  figure  listed 
in  the  DEIR,  in  order  to  enable  proper  comparison  of  these  altematives  with  the 
sponsor's  plan.  The  sponsor's  reason  for  rejecting  this  Altemative  D  ('require  closing 
of  main  library  during  construction')  does  not  sound  convincing,  because  the  branch 
libraries  could  be  strengthened  to  handle  much  of  this  patron  load  during  the 
constmction  period.  For  the  probable  considerable  savings  of  Altemative  D,  the 
library-using  public  should  be  willing  to  accept  reduced  services  during  the 
constmction  period."  (Winchell  T.  Hay  ward) 

"I  ask  this  Commission  to  reject  the  proposed  EIR;  to  leave  the  Pioneer  Monument 
where  it  stands;  to  preserve  the  Main  Library  as  a  library  —  a  piece  of  San  Francisco's 
cultural  legacy  and  architectural  history  —  intact  and  to  recommend  the  adoption  of 
Altemative  D,  Remodeling  of  the  Main."  (Lee  Gertler) 

Response 

The  comments  express  a  preference  for  Altemative  D,  which  could  be  approved 
instead  of  the  project.  The  coinments  do  not  address  the  content  of  the  EIR.  and 
no  response  is  necessary. 


C&R.224 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Response 


E.  EXISTING  LIBRARY  AS  COURTS  FACILITY 
Comment 

"Since  the  new  Main  Library  will  be  buUt  and  the  'old  Main's'  proposal  to  be 
converted  to  the  Asian  Art  Museum  is  encountering  some  difficulties,  I  [would]  like  to 
PROPOSE  AN  ALTERNATE  PLAN: 

"Namely  ~  that  the  Old  Main  Library  be  converted  to  use  by  the  Municipal  and 
Superior  Courts  that  are  currently  using  the  3rd  and  4th  Floors  of 
City  Hall. 

"This  would  then,  in  tum,  free  two  (2)  floors  of  City  Hall  space 
which  should  be  used  for  support  services  such  as  Building  Permits, 
B.B.I.,  Planning,  Bureau  of  Engineering,  Abatement  &  Enforcement, 
Rent  Boards,  etc.,  all  [.  .  .]  services  that  are  citizen-intensive  and  that 
should  be  easily  accessible  and  NOT  scattered  over  wide  and 
sometimes  difficultly  accessible  locations. 

"I  urge  you  to  take  this  into  consideration  before  certifying  the  EIR."  (Edith  McMillan) 

Response 

The  commenter  is  apparently  stating  an  opinion  favoring  EIR  Altemative  E, 
Existing  Library  As  Courts  Facility.  As  described  on  EIR  pp.  205-206, 
Altemative  E  would  relocate  the  Civil  Division  of  the  Superior  Court  into  the 
existing  library  building,  from  the  current  location  at  City  Hall,  instead  of 
relocating  the  Asian  Art  Museum  from  Golden  Gate  Park  into  the  existing 
building,  and  would  construct  a  New  Main  Library  as  with  the  proposed  project. 
As  stated  on  EIR  p.  205,  relocating  the  Courts  into  the  existing  library  building 
would  require  remodeling  of  the  existing  building,  and  expansion  of  the  existing 
building  by  replacing  the  45  Hyde  Street  building.  Discussion  of  impacts  of 
Altemative  E,  compared  to  those  of  the  proposed  project,  indicates  that  the 
impacts  of  Altemative  E  would  on  balance  be  about  the  same  or  greater  than 
would  those  of  the  proposed  project.  Specifically,  use  of  the  existing  library 
building  as  a  Courts  facility  could  entail  removal  of  the  statues  and  inscriptions 
from  the  Larkin  Street  facade  of  the  existing  building,  as  with  the  current 
proposal  to  use  the  existing  building  as  the  Asian  Art  Museum.  Thus,  impacts  on 
architectural  and  historical  resources  and  on  urban  design/visual  quality  could  h>e 
essentially  the  same  under  Altemative  E  as  with  the  proposed  project. 


C&R.225 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

I 

Comment 

"From  his  testimony  at  the  Dec.  12,  1991.  meeting  of  your  Commission,  it  seems  clear 
that  the  director  of  the  Asian  Arts  Museum  is  less  than  overjoyed  at  the  prospect  of 
moving  the  collection  for  which  he  is  responsible  into  a  'Beaux  Arts'  building.  I 
believe  that  converting  the  existing  library  building  into  a  courts  building  is  much 
more  in  keeping  with  the  character  and  decor  of  the  building,  rather  than  making  an 
'Asian  Arts  Museum'  out  of  it.  A  courts  building  has  long  been  needed  in  the  Civic 
Center  area."  (Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

Rand  Castile,  Asian  Art  Museum  Director,  has  indicated  the  museum  has  no 
desire  to  locate  elsewhere.  See  the  comments  and  response  under  "Project 
Chacteristics,"  pp.  C&R.19  -  20. 

Comment 

"P.  205  (Alt.  E):  this  discussion  should  include  the  option  of  keeping  the  Pioneer 
Monument  where  it  is,  as  is  done  for  Alternative  B-1."  (Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

Response 

Under  Alternative  E,  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  would  be  constructed  as 
proposed  under  the  project,  but  the  existing  library  building  would  be  converted 
to  a  courts  building  rather  than  the  Asian  Art  Museum,  as  discussed  on  EIR 
pp.  205-207.  As  noted  on  EIR  pp.  188-192  and  herein  on  pp.  C&R.187  -  193,  a 
New  Main  Library  alternative  could  be  constructed  without  relocating  the  Pioneer 
Monument. 

F  PROJECT  WITH  CIVIC  CENTER  GARAGE  EXPANSION 
Comment 

"Page  207.  Paragraph  3:  Is  this  alternative,  expanding  Civic  Center  Garage,  being 

I 

currently  considered?  All  infomiation  on  this  should  be  provided."  (Commissioner 
Susan  Biemian) 


C&R.226 


f  ] 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Resp 


"The  EIR  does  analyze  expanding  the  Civic  Center  garage.  We  think  that's  a  very 
important  concem.  And  the  bond  issue  for  that  is  now  definitely  in  the  works.  I 
cannot  say  to  you  at  this  point  what  the  exact  size  should  be.  The  Traffic  and  Parking 
Authority  has  recommended  expanding  it  by  370  spaces.  It  may  need  to  be  larger,  it 
may  need  to  be  smaller.  And  I  think  that  work  needs  to  be  done  in  the  EIR  can  quantify 
that  better."  (Jim  Haas,  Civic  Pride) 

Response 

Subsequent  to  publication  of  the  DEIR,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approved  for 
placement  on  the  June  1992  ballot  a  bond  measure  to  fund  construction  of  a 
370-space  addition  to  the  Civic  Center  Garage. 

As  noted  in  the  EIR,  pp.  144  -  149,  and  on  pp.  C&R.137  -  138,  there  would  be 
sufficient  parking  in  the  project  area  (bounded  by  Sixth,  Mission  and  Gough 
Streets  and  Golden  Gate  Avenue)  to  accommodate  project-generated  vehicles, 
allowing  for  the  loss  of  parking  due  to  the  project,  except  on  peak  special-event 
weekdays  (about  40  weekdays  per  year),  when  there  would  be  a  parking  deficit  of 
about  185  spaces  (see  Table  6,  EIR  p.  146).  With  cumulative  development  in  the 
project  vicinity,  including  the  project,  EIR  pp.  149  -  151  indicates  that  there 
would  be  a  parking  shortfall  of  about  145  spaces  on  an  average  weekday  and  a 
shortfall  of  about  730  spaces  on  a  peak  special-event  weekday. 

The  DEIR  analyzes  a  570-space  garage  expansion  in  Alternative  F,  Project  with 
Expansion  of  Civic  Center  Garage,  pp.  207  -  209.  A  370-space  garage  would 
include  200  fewer  spaces  than  analyzed  in  this  EIR  alternative.  The  resulting 
difference  in  impacts  between  the  two  would  be  that  a  smaller  expansion  would 
result  in  an  unmet  demand  of  285  to  360  spaces  under  cumulative  peak 
special-event  weekdays,  compared  to  85  to  160  spaces  with  the  altemative 
analyzed  in  the  EIR.  Either  size  garage  would  meet  the  185 -space  demand  of  the 
existing-plus-project  condition  on  a  special  event  weekday.  The  average 
non-special  event  weekday  cumulative  unmet  parking  demand  of  70  to  145  spaces 
would  be  satisfied  by  either  size  expansion.  In  the  long  mn,  there  would  be  less 
traffic  associated  with  the  garage  if  the  smaller  expansion  were  constmcted. 


C&R.227 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


Comment 

"There  is  an  aspect  of  the  garage  which  is  really  quite  novel.  Because  it  will  be 
underground  and  because  the  library  has  been  designed  on  the  possibility  that  there 
will  be  some  underground  facility  next  to  it,  there  is  a  doorway  in  the  basement  that 
could  enter  into  the  garage,  and  that  doorway  provides  the  potential,  not  only  for 
people  who  park  in  the  garage  to  enter  into  the  library,  but  it  provides  the  potential  for 
a  pedestrian  tunnel  from  the  Asian  Art  Museum  and  the  garage  into  the  Muni-BART 
Station.  That  possibility  has  been  endorsed  by  the  Library  Commission  and  actually 
was  recognized  in  the  San  Francisco  Transportation  Plan,  which  was  approved  by  the 
voters  in  1989.  In  fact,  I,  having  been  a  member  of  the  committee  that  drew  up  the 
plan,  inserted  an  item  which  specifically  allocates  as  much  as  five  million  dollars  to 
assist  in  the  payment  of  such  a  tunnel."  (Jim  Haas,  Civic  Pride) 

"And  also  I  would  like  consideration  of  an  underground  passageway  from  the  Civic 
Center  Station,  the  BART  and  MUNI  station  over  to  the  library  facility."  (Edward 
Evans,  NOMPC) 

Response 

A  proposed  underground  pedestrian  passageway  that  would  connect  the  Civic 
Center  BART/MUNI  Station  within  the  proposed  New  Main  Library,  the  existing 
library  buUding/Asian  Art  Museum,  and  the  proposed  Civic  Center  Garage 
expansion  was  included  in  the  Transportation  Expenditure  Program  half-cent 
sales  tax  increase  approved  by  San  Francisco  voters  in  November  1989.  The 
proposed  passageway  was  assigned  priority  three  status,  the  lowest  ranking  for 
projects  included  in  the  transportation  expenditure  plan,  meaning  that  funding  for 
the  passageway  is  uncertain./6/  Because  construction  of  the  passageway  is  not 
considered  likely  within  the  timeframe  considered  for  the  project  in  the  EIR,  it 
was  not  included  in  the  EIR. 


C&R.228 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 


G.  COSTS  OF  ALTERNATIVES 
Comment 

"P.  18:  The  impression  is  given  that  $750,000  is  all  that  is  needed  to  relocate  the 
Pioneer  Monument,  regardless  of  where  it  would  go.  There  is  no  specific  statement  as 
to  the  cost  of  the  foundations  (which  will  vary  between  locations)  which  would  go 
through  (or  impinge  upon)  existing  or  future  subsurface  structures,  and  thus  would  be 
very  expensive.  The  reader  is  left  to  infer  that  $750,000  is  all  that  is  needed  for  the 
entire  work,  which  is  patently  incorrect  since  it  cannot  include  the  design  and 
constmction  costs  of  a  seismically-adequate  foundation  in  any  of  the  five  proposed 
locations.  In  the  case  of  the  Fulton  Street  Mall,  if  that  project  goes  through  it  would  be 
necessary  to  move  the  Pioneer  Monument  a  second  time ! 

"To  put  relocation  costs  for  the  Pioneer  Monument  in  proper  perspective,  reliable 
estimates  for  design  and  construction  costs  for  a  foundation  at  each  of  the  five 
proposed  locations  should  be  developed,  and  added  to  the  estimated  costs  for 
disassembling  the  monument  and  moving  it  to  storage,  and  later  moving  it  to  its  new 
site  and  re-erecting  it.  I  am  confident  that  the  total  estimated  cost  of  moving  the 
Pioneer  Monument,  when  all  costs  are  properly  assessed,  will  be  up  in  the  millions. 

"Now,  there  are  some  significant  omissions.  That's  the  cost  of  moving  the  Pioneer 
Monument.  The  EIR,  the  Draft  EIR,  says  that  the  library  foundation  is  setting  aside 
$750,000  to  move  the  monument.  The  inference  is  given  that  that  is  going  to  cover  all 
the  costs.  I  point  out  before  saying  further  that  the  initial  estimate  for  moving  the 
monument  was  $175,000.  Now,  they  are  up  to  three-quarters  of  a  million.  Nobody  has 
said  that  that  is  going  to  include  the  cost  of  a  foundation. 

"All  of  the  four  proposed  relocations  will  have  to  have  strengthening  of  the 
understructure.  And  the  fifth  one,  which  is  in  the  middle  of  the  Fulton  MaU,  if  you  put 
the  monument  there  in  the  middle  of  the  Fulton  Mall,  later  on  when  they  build  the 
garage,  which  is  their  intention  to  build  a  garage  under  the  monument,  they  will  have 
to  move  it  again  because  you  can't  build  a  garage  under  560  tons  of  stone  and  metal. 
It's  not  tenable. 
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"So  ail  five  of  the  locations  that  are  proposed  for  this  monument  are  going  to  be 
prohibitively  expensive  in  my  estimation,  but  this  is  a  significant  thing.  No  numbers 
have  been  provided.  In  order  to  make  a  reasonable  assessment  of  the  validity  of 
moving  of  the  monument  one  place  or  another,  you  have  to  know  what  is  the  cost 
involved.  The  $750,000  may  really  be  a  drop  in  the  bucket. 

"P.  197  (first  paragraph):  If  the  Library  Foundation  is  to  pay  the  costs  of  relocating 
and  storing  the  Pioneer  Monument,  those  costs  should  include  design  and  construction 
costs  for  an  adequate  foundation  (as  previously  mentioned).  Estimated  total  costs  for 
all  work  necessary  to  relocate  the  Pioneer  Monument  (including  a  new  foundation) 
should  be  stated  for  each  for  the  proposed  five  new  locations.  Moving  of  the  Pioneer 
Monument  would  have  to  be  done  under  a  City  contract.  The  Library  Foundation 
should  turn  over  to  the  City  sufficient  funds  to  cover  the  entire  job  —  design  and 
construction  of  the  new  foundation,  plus  disassembly,  moving  to  and  from  storage,  and 
re-erection  —  before  any  work  (design  or  otherwise)  is  done  on  the  monument-moving 
project.  I  submit  that  the  Library  Foundation  has  need  of  these  funds  for  other  things 
in  the  new  library  building,  and  that  undertaking  to  fund  the  moving  of  the  Pioneer 
Monument  is  an  unnecessary  expenditure  of  their  funds  which  will  be  sorely  needed 
for  other  things.  Likewise,  paying  for  the  moving  of  the  Pioneer  Monument  (including 
design  and  construction  of  a  new  foundation)  with  bond  money  does  not  keep  faith 
with  the  voters,  who  were  told  (in  publicity  distributed  at  the  time  the  bonds  were 
approved  by  the  electorate)  that  the  Pioneer  Monument  would  remain  where  it  is." 
(Winchell  T.  Hayward) 

"As  to  the  monument,  I  don't  think  the  Library  Commission  or  this  document  have 
gone  far  enough  in  carefully  analyzing  the  cost,  and  I  think  that  this  document  can't  be 
complete  until  we  know  the  cost.  I  mean,  we  hear  anything  from  250,000  to  a  million 
to  move  that  monument.  And  then  today  some  people  have  spoken  of  the  foundation, 
how  heavy  this  monument  is  and  how  much  expense  there  may  be  in  the  different  sites 
that  it  would  be  relocated.  And  it's  like  a  pig  in  a  poke  sort  of  situation  where  you 
don't  really  know  if  the  money  can  be  raised,  if  it's  going  to  be  very  expensive  to  find 
a  place  in  Civic  Center. 
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"Page  84,  Paragraph  2  [regarding  issues  covered  in  the  feasibility  study  for  moving  the 
monument]:  Re:  'the  necessity  for  underpinning'  need  cost  estimates. 

"Page  84,  Paragraph  4:  $750,000  doesn't  include  any  underpinning.  Need  estimate  to 
judge  feasibility  of  sites. 

"Page  195,  Paragraph  1:  [Regarding  possibility  of  Brooks  Hall  loading  ramp  or  the 
walls  of  the  loading  area(s)  strengthening],  How  much  would  it  cost? 

"Page  195,  Paragraph  3,  sentences  2,  3  &  4:  What  would  relocation  to  UN  Plaza  cost? 
How  long  would  the  delay  be? 

"Page  195,  Paragraph  5  [regarding  relocation  to  the  south  side  of  Civic  Center  Plaza]: 
How  much  would  strengthening  of  Civic  Center  Plaza  cost?  How  long  would 
disruption  of  Brooks  Hall  occur? 

"Page  196,  Paragraph  2,  last  sentence:  How  much  would  it  cost  to  strengthen  the  site 
at  Larkin  and  Fulton? 

"Page  196,  last  paragraph,  last  sentence:  How  much  would  it  cost  to  strengthen  Civic 
Center  Garage  for  the  site  in  front  of  City  Hall?"  (Commissioner  Susan  Bierman) 

"Further  information  on  the  structural  retrofitting  required  at  each  site  with 
preliminary  cost  estimate  area  necessary  and  a  statement  as  to  who  shall  be 
responsible  for  costs  running  above  the  $750,000  currently  budgeted  by  the  private 
donors."  (Ira  Kurlander,  Mary  Anne  Miller,  SFT) 

Response 

Cost  estimates  for  relocating  the  Pioneer  Monument  are  discussed  in  the  EIR  on 
p.  193,  paragraph  3  for  informational  purposes;  economic  information  is  not  a 
required  element  of  an  EIR.  Final  costs  for  the  relocation  would  depend  upon  the 
site,  and  structural  work  needed. 
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Additional  information  on  cost  estimates  of  relocation,  drawn  from  the 
preliminary  feasibility  study  on  relocation  of  the  monument,  is  presented  here  for 
the  reader's  information.  All  cost  estimates  are  considered  "order  of  magnitude" 
estimates.  They  were  based  on  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  monument's  size 
and  an  on-site  examination  of  the  monument,  and  were  made  on  the  basis  of 
limited  information  available.  According  to  the  feasibility  study,  the  estimates 
may  vary  from  minus  25  percent  to  plus  75  percent  depending  on  actual  site 
conditions  and  the  actual  condition  and  construction  of  the  monument.  Each 
figure  includes  an  estimate  for  structural  underpinning  that  would  be  required  at 
the  particular  site./7/ 

Relocation  to  United  Nations  Plaza  was  not  considered  in  detail  because  of  the 
estimated  multi-million  dollar  cost  that  is  noted  on  EIR  p.  193. 

Relocation  to  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  could  occur  either  to  a  site  midblock  between 
the  entrances  of  the  existing  and  proposed  libraries,  or  to  a  site  in  the  center  of 
Fulton  Street  at  Larkin  Street.  A  relatively  simple  mat  foundation  would  be 
required  for  the  former  location,  and  the  cost  estimate  is  $540,000,  assuming  no 
expansion  of  the  Civic  Center  Garage;  with  expansion  of  the  garage,  costs  would 
be  expected  to  be  in  the  range  of  $750,000  to  $790,000.  The  latter  location  could 
require  reinforcement  of  the  Brooks  Hall  or  placement  of  the  monument  on  piles. 
The  cost  estimate  is  $660,000;  up  to  an  additional  $200,000  could  be  required  for 
utUity  relocation.  In  addition  to  the  above  estimates,  approximately  $100,000  to 
$250,000  would  be  required  for  engineering,  inspection  and  consultants'  fees. 

Rather  than  moving  the  monument  twice  which  one  commenter  stated  would  be 
needed  for  this  location,  the  monument  would  probably  be  dismantled  and  stored 
until  completion  of  underpinning  and  the  Fulton  Street  Mall. 

Relocation  to  the  south  side  of  Civic  Center  Plaza,  across  from  Civic  Auditorium, 
would  require  strengthening  of  Brooks  Hall,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  195.  The  cost 
estimate  is  $790,000.  As  stated  on  EIR  p.  193,  relocation  of  the  monument  would 
take  two  to  four  months.  The  preliminary  feasibility  study  did  not  examine 
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the  relocation  schedule  separately  by  site.  It  is  assumed  that  Brooks  Hall  could 
be  disrupted  for  this  two-  to  four-month  period.  Relocation  of  the  monument  to 
this  site  would  permanently  reduce  the  interior  space  of  Brooks  Hall  by  the  size 
of  the  underpinning.  In  addition,  approximately  $100,000  to  $250,000  would  be 
required  for  engineering,  inspection  and  consultants'  fees. 

Relocation  to  Civic  Center  Plaza  across  from  City  Hall  would  require 
strengthening  of  Civic  Center  Garage,  and  would  eliminate  some  parking  spaces 
to  accommodate  the  underpinning,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  196.  The  cost  estimate  is 
$900,000.  In  addition,  approximately  $100,000  to  $250,000  would  be  required 
for  engineering,  inspection  and  consultants'  fees. 

Relocation  to  the  comer  of  Fulton  and  Larkin  Streets  would  require  strengthening 
of  the  loading  dock  of  the  proposed  New  Main  Library  beyond  that  included  in 
the  current  library  design,  as  noted  on  EIR  p.  196,  paragraph  2.  The  cost  estimate 
is  $750,000.  In  addition,  approximately  $100,000  to  $250,000  would  be  required 
for  engineering,  inspection  and  consultants'  fees. 

The  comment  that  the  Library  Foundation  should  provide  sufficient  funds  to  the 
City  for  the  entire  job  of  relocating  the  monument  before  any  work  (including 
design)  is  done  on  relocation,  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  EIR.  The  Arts 
Commission  has  jurisdiction  over  the  Pioneer  Monument,  including  relocation, 
and  could  impose  conditions  on  approval. 

Comment 

"Page  19,  Paragraph  1:  Worrisome  that  there  is  no  estimate  of  cost  of  underpinning, 
perhaps  making  most  of  these  sites  impossible.  Please  discuss."  (Commissioner 
Susan  Bierman) 

Response 

The  summary  referenced  by  the  commenter,  by  defmition,  includes  an 
abbreviated  version  of  the  full  Altematives  discussion  on  pp.  187-209  of  the  EIR. 
Thus  it  does  not  provide  estimates  of  the  cost  of  relocating  the  Pioneer  Monument 
that  are  provided  on  p.  193.  The  preceding  response  contains  additional  cost 
information  for  relocation. 
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Comment 

[Regarding  relocation  of  the  monument  to  Civic  Center  Plaza]  "In  their  review  of  the 
proposal  to  relocate  the  Pioneer  Monument,  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission 
would  also  consider  the  structural  impact  to  the  Civic  Center  Garage  and  the  extent  to 
which  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  would  be  burdened  with  relocation  and 
maintenance  costs."  (Mary  E.  Bums,  Recreation  and  Park  Department) 

Response 


The  comment  is  noted. 


NOTES  -  Alternatives 

/I/    Abel,  Russell,  Project  Manager  for  San  Francisco  Main  Library,  Bureau  of  Architecture, 
telephone  conversation,  January  16.  1992. 

121    Office  of  the  Mayor,  Civic  Center  Proposal,  November  1987,  p.  65. 

/3/    Lehane,  Debra,  Arts  Collection  Manager,  Arts  Commission  of  San  Francisco,  telephone 
conversation,  January  24,  1992. 

/4/    O'Brien-Kreitzberg  &  Associates,  Inc.,  Preliminary  feasibility  study  for  relocation  of 
Pioneer  Monument,  October  29,  1991,  p.  3.  This  study  is  on  file  and  available  for  public 
review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco. 

/5/    Sause,  Helen,  Project  Manager  for  Verba  Buena  Center,  San  Francisco  Revevelopment 
Agency,  telephone  conversation,  February  7,  1992. 

/6/    Wycko.  William.  Chief.  Transportation  Group,  San  Francisco  Department  of  City 
Plaiming,  telephone  conversation,  January  16,  1992. 

ni    O'Brien-Kreitzberg  &  Associates,  Inc.,  Preliminary  feasibility  study  for  the  relocation 
of  the  Pioneer  Monimient,  October  29,  1991.  The  study  is  on  file  and  available  for 
review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco. 
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D.  STAFF-INmATED  TEXT  CHANGES  AND  ERRATA 


ERRATA 

[Page  56,  paragraph  3,  next-to-last  line]  .  .  .  mmimmimmiijmi  main  reading 
rooms,  lobbies,  ..."  (Vincent  Marsh,  LPAB) 

Ref.  Part  IQ,  §B  (Architectural,  Historic  and  Cultural  Resources),  on  p.  56,  towards  the 
end  of  3rd  paragraph,  describing  interior  spaces  of  the  present  Main  Library: 
"  .  , .  three  math  reading  rows  .  .  "  —  unclezir  as  to  what  area  this  refers  to."  (Michael 
M.  Levin) 

"[p.  56]  3rd  paragraph.  *.  .  .  three  math  reading  rows  .  .  .  .'  Could  this  have  been 
intended  to  read  'three  main  reading  rooms'?"  (Ed  Michael) 

Page  56,  Paragraph  3,  last  sentence:  "math"  or  "main"?  (Commissioner  Susan 
Bierman) 

Response 

The  commenters  are  correct;  a  typographical  error  was  made.  The  second-to-last 
sentence  of  the  second  fiill  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  56  is  revised  to  read  as  follows 
(new  language  underlined): 

Among  these  spaces  could  be  the  grand  staircase,  colonnade  and  balcony, 
three  main  reading  rooms,  lobbies,  and  corridors  of  the  existing  Main 
Library. 

Comment 

"p.  61.  The  65-foot  high  main  hall  -  isn't  65  feet  high.  It's  42-foot  high  and  65  feet 
square.  The  source  of  this  information  is  the  Municipal  Reports  of  1915-16,  p.  1006." 
(Ed  Michael) 
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Response 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  second  sentence  of  the  first  full  paragraph  on  p.  61  of 
the  DEIR  is  revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  text  is  underlined): 

A  wide,  ceremonial  staircase  leads  from  the  main  entrance  foyer  inside  the 
Laikin  Street  doors  to  the  42-foot  high  main  hall  on  the  second  floor. 

Comment 

"p.  70.  1st  paragraph.  *.  .  .  and  there  is  a  square  lawn  .  .  .';  change  to  .  .  and  there  are 
square  lawns  .  .  . ' 

Response 

The  third  full  sentence  of  the  first  partial  paragraph  on  p.  70  of  the  DEIR  is 
revised  to  read  as  follows  (new  text  is  underlined): 

Rows  of  flagpoles  and  pollarded  sycamore  trees  line  the  fountain,  and  there 
are  square  lawns  on  the  north  and  south  sides  of  the  fountain. 

Comment 

"Page  154,  Paragraph  3:  Do  you  need  both 'unloadings'?"  (Commissioner  Susan 
Bierman) 

Response 

The  first  sentence  of  the  third  paragraph  on  DEIR  p.  154  is  revised  as  follows  to 
correct  a  typographical  error  (new  language  is  underlined); 

Trucks  loading  and  unloading  for  events  at  the  Orpheum  Theater,  .  .  . 
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